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Tun following work was unknown to the writer of these 
lines until a few years ago, when a copy, in the original pam- 
phiet form, fell into his possession amid some waste paper. 
116 republished it in an edition of six or seven hundred. 
copies, which has been exhausted. 

The author, it will be nolicad, uses the term, Duitayian in a 
restricted sense, which it hay never attained among Unitarians 
in this country, as denoting a believer in the divine mission of 
Christ who does not believe his pre-existence. ‘In this sense 
Channing was not a Unitarian, and in this sense many of ihe 
early Christians might be excluded from the name, who in 
our own community would be reckoned very atanch ones. 
This restricted sense has to some extent prevailed among 
English Unitarians,* with whom the line of demarcation be- 


® Belsham, in his “Calm Inqmry ” (p 314, edit. of 1817), affirms that 

“ τὸ the txtle of Unitariane tho advocates of simple pre-existence ..... have 

an unquestionable right.” But the affirmation imphes that they were not πὰ 

undisputed enjoyment of that right, aud on page 808 of the same edinon 
a* 
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tween such a3 did and such as did not belicve the pre- 
existence waa, formerly at least, much sharper than in this 
country. 

Mr. Forrest defends himself at page 97 for cstending 
the Semi-Trinitavian period so a3 to include Athanasius. 
Yet if fault can justly be found with any main pomt in 
lus history, that fault would be an opposite one in the 
period mentioned; noi, namely, that he continued it too far, 
but that he begins it too early. Fiom the middle of the 
second until the end of the third century, the belief of most 
Fathers might be termed Dualism,—a, belief in two Gals; 
but the term Semi-Trinitarian seems illy to designate a period in 
which not more than two or three writers * knew anything of 
the Toly Spirit as a third and distinct personage in a Trinity, 
and in which a large portion — or, if Tertullian’s statement on 
pages 84, 35 be not too strong, the majority —of Christians 
did not believe the deity of Christ. On page 12, moreover, 
is a statement, which, as regards the ascription of divinity to 
the Tloly Spirit, must be modified by information and stute- 
menis on pages 89-41. The removal of these crrors will 
strangthon instead of weakening Mr. Forrest’s argument, 

Had the writer of this Preface origmated the fallowing 
work, its plat would have been purely historical, omitting 
whaf pertains to oxposition of the New Testament, and Loth 
la plan and execution it would have differed from the present 


he alludes to “tha outury which has of late years been ralsod against the 
advocates for the propor humanity of Jesus Christ, for having appropel- 
yted to themselves the honorabld title of Unitarians.” 

* Wagenbach, in his Doctrinal History (2d edit, Vol. 7. ὁ 44, note 5), 
juoted Teptullian and Origen only as holding this viow. 
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one. He is unacquainted, however, with any work which 
condenses into the same compass an equal amount of reliable 
evidence as to the non-Trinitariani«m and anti-Trinitarianism 
of the early centuries, 

On some collateral points Mr. Fonest’s conclusions are 
more open to question than on his main one, and an ines- 
perienced reader should, perhaps, be cautioned that, in this or 
in any other work on a particular subject, unless written hy 
ἃ person unusually accurate in his habits of language, state- 
ments which are perfectly correct as to the point at issau, 
must not be deemed equally correct when applied in a manner 
not thought of by the author. The Ebionites, for instance, 
were Unitarians in that they rejected the doctrine of Chri.i’s 
deity, but in other respects their counterpart would have to 
be sought in almost any other denomination rather than among 
Dnitarians. 

No alterations from the original edition have been made in 
this, save the addition of an Index, Table of Contents, head- 
ings to the pages, the substitution on page 83 of “sufferings,” 
as ἃ translation Jess linble to bo miwundersteod than “pas- 
sions,” and the addition of a note to the Table containing the 
Three Creeds. The paging of the original edition has been 


inserted in black letter. 
Ἔ,, HI 
Μολώτα, Pa, August 28, 1856. 
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THE THREE CREEDS OF THE 
TAKEN FROM TUE BOOK 


The Nicqne, or 
Seusi-Trinitarian Creed : 
The Apostles’, or 


᾿ Ἷ Prmupally diawa up by the Conned uf Nwe 
Unitarian Creed: | ΠῚ ap, 335, the «ase concerame the 
Holy Gost mm bac kets bung heen 
Being the Cised of the affived to it by the Clonbidot Constann-| ‘Long ascribed to Aths 
pve fist Chistian | popes in A.D. S81, except the wards [ind 
Leturies. the Son], which were atterwards nitie- 
duced ito it. 


“-πππ-“----΄ ΄....-- 
Ih lieva in God,| Lwliove in One God, the πα}  Who-cevor wilt he 
the Father Al-/ ther Almighty, Maker of Πιραγ- fith eve 
pmaigity, Moker of] en and earth; aud of all things visible | And the Catholi¢. 
heaven and earth and visible, ᾿ in Unity 5 nathe 
And inden ΟΠ, And in one Lod Jony Chit, the hoon af the Fathe 


| 
| 
| 
| 


eternal taputl 


thence ha shall come | sittoth on tho riylt hand of the Ea! afore or after αἱ 
Be the 


eG 

holy catholic (general) | And I believe in the pay Gho-t, οὐ our Lord Ja 
: who | Christ, the Sar 
nion of saints; the | proccedeth from the Father [and flo, worlds, and m 
forgiveness of atte ;| San]; who with the Father and the |inan; of a reas 
tho mautedtion of the | Son together is worshipped and glori- | head ; and infty 
hady, and fhe life ev-| fied ; who spake hy the prophetey. γοῦ is he not tw i 
étlusting. Amon. And T believe one Latholis an’ of the manhoo® 
apostolic church ; 7 acknowloda one, For as the rast 

baptiera for the remission of sins;' our salvation 
and. I jook for the resurrection of the, heaven, he 
deal; and tho life of the world to! judge ther 
eons, Aen, pive aceon 


fhananues treed, and that whieh w earnon 
7 aus Avtiole VIL of the Chinch of Bugla 
Oy readers 3 ie rete eed, BAG 


certain waitinis of Sonptote.t — F HL] 


} CHURCH OF ENGLAND: 


OF COMMON PRATER 


T fice {πιὸ 1 


The Athanasian, or Trinitarian Creed $ 


poe set 


wasius, ἃ theok gun of the fuath century, but now generally allowed net to have been 
compost until the filth century, hy some other person, 


ese ce ha Se ee ΠΕ 
saved, before all thnigs it is necessary that he hold the Catholic Faith ; which , 
e do keep whole and undcfikd, without doubt be shall perish everlastingly, 
Fauh 1. this, that we ποι One God In Trinity, and Drinity 
ὁ confammdmyg the Persons uer dividing the substance. Fur thare is one por 
ft, anothy of the Som, aud another of the Holy Ghhaest. But the Gorl- 
if the Sou, and of the Holy Gho i,» all ane, the glory cqual, the majesty co- 
8 Father is, such is the Son, and such is the oly Ghost. the Father un- 
mente, and the Holy Ghost macate the Father mcomprcheusible, the Son 
ἃ the Holy Ghost iIncomprchambls the Father πα], the Son eternal, 
fern il; und yet they are not thee stemnals, but one etainal, A» also there ure 
msibles, nor three unecivated, bat one unercated, aud vue incomprehensible, 
vt is Almighty, the Sun Almighty, and the Woly Ghat Almiphty; and yet 
\imighties, but one Almighty So the Fathar 25 God, the Son 1» God, and 
sd; and yet they are not tice Ciads, but one God. So likewise the Father 
4, and the Holy Ghost Lord; and yet not thre Lords, but one Lord. For 
dled hy the Clnistinn verity to acknowledge every person by Πα πο] ta be 
we wa forbidden by the Catholic selipion to cay, Thao lx three Gots, or 
‘ather is made cf none, neither aeated nor legottcn, ‘The Son is of the 
fe nor created, but begotten The [oly Ghost is of the Father and of the Son; 
@ted nor begotten, bat provecding So there is one Fathor, not three Fathers ; 
ipos ; one Voly Ghost, not tlre oly Ghosts And in this Trinity none is 
, None 14. preater or less than another; mt the whole three persons are co~ 
nal, that in all things, as is aforesaid, the ΠΑΝ in Trinity, 
Unity, is to be worshipped. 110, ihuctore, that will be κανᾶ, munt thus 


fiecesaary to everlasting enivation, that he also believe tightly the Incarnation 
avist ἘῸΝ the right Sith ns, that we believe and confess that onr Lord Jens 
od, §5 God and inan 3 God of the substance of the Father, begotten hifore the 
f tho substance of lus mother, horn in the world ; perfect God, and perfect 
weoul and haman flesh swasistng , equal to the Father, a5 touching his God- 

the Father, as tonching his manhood; who, dthangh he be God and man, 

ne Cluist; one, not by conversion of the Godhead into flesh, but by taking 

od. One altogether, not by confusion of substance, but by anity of person. 
sgoul and flesh is one man, so God αν man 1» one Christ: who suffered for 
BAcd into hell, rose again the third day fiom the dead; he ascended into 
Rie ae hand of the Father, God Almighty, fiom whenee he shall cone to 
Be dead; at whose coming all men shall rise again, with their haries, and shall 
Bown works. And they that have done good shall go into life everlasting ; 
ao evil, into everlasting fire, This 15 the Catholic faith, which except aman 
pannot he raved, Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy 
Jans bepinning, is now, and evor shall be, world without end. Amen. 


αυκετονοστσυσινασατσός εσσοουκσμτασο iaremene vor phad eameeatneaa meemasommeniaibelanaambeeadieegannamaeanamimenemanmataermeemnammmr tesa 
Bad postler? Creed, ought thoroughly te be tecelved and believed ; for they may ba prrved 
the Book of Common Prayor tin the Articlos of the Protestant Mptevoyal Cr 
pp τῷ commonly called the Apostles’ Great, ought thmoughly to ba renoived and be 
pocitedrien Md 


CHAPTER IL 


Or tne Tiree Creeps or tire ΠΌΠΟΙ or ENGLAND, VIZ. 
tan Arostiys’ Carmen, Tas Nicene Cremp, ano tue ATH 
ANASIAN CREED, AS TIE PROOF OF A GRADUAL CIANUE 
or OPINION FROM UNITARIANISM TO TRINITARIANIOM, IN 
ἘΠῚ EARLY Centuries or THE CruRCcT. 


Protestants do not donbt that many doctrines and prac. 
tices of the Roman Catholic Church, having no authority from 
Scripture, mnst have crept into existence, at times, subsequent 
to the Apostolic age. J believe that the doctrine of a Trinity 
of persons in the Godhead, and that of a union of tivo natures 
in Jesus Christ, had a similar origin. I think thay they formed 
no part of primitive Christianity, but were slowly, and step 
afler step, introduced among its principles, during the second, 
third, and succeeding centuries, It is propose in these pages 
io produce the evidence which supports this opinion. My de- 
sien will be to show at what times, and under what cireum- 
stances, Trinitarian notions were first held, how they gradually 
spread, what resistance they encountered, the ground on which 
they were defended, and the canses of their conception. 

A review of the three Creeds of the Churches of Rome and 
England will form an introduetion to this subject ; for they dis- 
tinetly indicate a gradual change of opinion from the simplicity 
of the Gospel to the complex system of Trinitarianism. The 
first Creed is Uniturian; the second is partly so; the third 
and last contains Trinitariunism in its boldest and most com- 
plicated state. As two of these Creeds were originally drawn 
up to be public Confessions, and as the third, though at first it 
was private, was alterwards made common, they are worthy, 
on this account, to be attentively considercd. In this chapter 
I intend to explain them, in the order in which they stand. 


I. The Creed bearing the name of the Apostles’ was gene 
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erally thought, from the fonrth century downwards, for many 
hundred years, to have been composed by the twelve cho-un 
followers of our Saviour.* But for several reasone this opane 
jon has been abandoned. Still, however, the great antiquity 
of the Creed cannot be reasonably doubted, or that it is a, work 
of nearly apostolical importance.f Trenwus, one of the dis- 
exples second in succession after John, has been justly thought 
to refer to it when he speaks [p. B] of that Parth, or Rule of 
Truth, which the churches, though scatierod over the earth, 
had received, and into which all believers were baptized, on 
acknowledging Chiustianity.{ The copy, indeed, which this 
Father has quoted ditters considerably from that now generally 
known. But this has been explained by supposing that Ire- 
neus did not so much intend to give the form itself as a com- 
mentary on it, since in another part of his writmgs we find a 
diferent version of it, or 1ather a different commentary on the 
same Creed, § 

It appears that this form of faith was not at first committed 
to paper, but was used orally in the churches before Laptiam. ἢ 
In consequence of this, it is probable that it varied, in ΔΙ ρον 
places, in wards, though not in substance, and that some addi- 
tions also have been made to it since its first employment. Ὦ 
Afterwards, when copies in writing had been taken of it, they 
τὸ before congregations as a part of the publia wor- 
ship. 

With these provisions, we may admit, I think, this Cread ae 
8. monument, in some measure, of the faith of the first era of 
Chrigtlanity. 

* The Christian system,” says Dr Mosheim, “as it was 
hitherto taught (refarmng to the primitive age), preserved its 
nekive and beaniiful simplicity, and was comprehended in a 
sniall nunitier of articles. The publia teachers inculdated no 
other doctrines than those that ate contained in what ie φορὰ» 


«πὶ 
τὴ Bolg. a0 agin Aone oto Chet, Cheah τοὶ 
pict ΤῊ ΠΥ τ᾿ 
ime, Y: y ὦ agree Fy ee 
pipers 8 of Bary Sptalons, Val bg, at : 
ps χὰ we ἘΚ Ἢ ὶ | | 
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monly called the Apostles’ Creed ; and in the method of ilns- 
trating them, all vain subtleties, all mysterions researches, 
everything that was heyond the reach of common capacities, 
were carefully asouled. This will by uo means appear sur- 
prismg to those whe consider that, at this time, there was nat 
the least controversy about those capital doctrmes of Chris- 
tiamty which were afterwards so keenly dehated in the Church ; 
and who reflect that the bishops of those primitive times were, 
for the most part, plain and illiterate men, remarkable rather 
for their piety and zeal than for their learning and eloquence.” * 

What, then, are the doctrines of the A; ostles’ Creed? Are 
we recommended by αὖ to believe in a three-one God, God the 
Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost? No}; but in 
God the Father only; “Z beheve in Gon. tHe Farner An 
miauty, Maker of heaven and earth.” What are we to ac- 
knowledge concerning Christ? — that he was co-eternal with the 
Father? co-eqral with him? like him, Almighty, and the Maker 
of heaven and carth? No; but we are instructed to believe 
“dn Jesus Christ, his Tp. $} only Son, aur Lord, who was 
canceived by the Holy Ghost (Spirit), born of the Virgin Mary, 
supfired under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead, and luricd, 
he descended inta hell (the grave), the thid day he arase agatn 
from the dear, he ascended into heaven, and sitteth at the right 
hand of Gop, THE Farurr Aumicury, from whence he shall 
evme to judge the quick and the dead.” Are we tnught in this 
Creed the divinity of the Holy Ghost? No; for this portion 
of the Trinity is not even mentioned as a person, but only as 
a thing, being classed with a number of other things at the end 
of the Creed + “1 believe in the Holy Ghost (Spirtt), the Holy 
Cathalie (general) Church, the communion of suinis, the for- 
giveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the lrfe ever 
lasting. Amen.” 

This form of faith is entirely silent about a Trinity m unity, 
an incarnate deity, a union of opposite natures in Christ, or 
any of those phrases and docirines of Trinitarian divinity so 
eammon and so fashionable in after times. It can only be re- 
garded as an Unitarian compilation, the work of an Unitarian 

,» when nen were yet ignorant of the mysteries and subtle« 
ties which afterwards appeared. T 


steteinthpecyrptlonrescliipvipememmyteenitinstimertmciat Sethe women re Wri separated 
* Dr Monhoim's Ecclesiastical History, Vol. 1. p 188. 
ἢ ‘The Woitarianiayn of the Apostles’ Creed has sometimes haen ad- 
mitted and lamented by Trigi 8, The following eyrious specimen 


4 FORREST ON THU THINLY. foul. L 


TE. It was soon found, when the leaders of the Chureh began 
to advance towards Trinitarianism, that the Apostles’ Creed 
was insufilcient to express the new opinions which began to he 
entertained. Other forms, therefore, were afterwards drawn up, 
as more aptly expressive of the growing sentiments [p. 19] of 
the times. And though all of these were, ostensibly, only ex- 
planations * of the Symbol (as the Apostles’ Creed was distines 
tively called),f we know from history, that much less impor- 
tance was attached to ἐξ than to dhe, they only being thought, 
as they successively appeared, to be adeqaate representations 
of theology. The chief of these instruments in the fourth 
century was the Creed now known as the Nicene; so called 
because the greater part of it was drawn up by a general 
council held at Nice, in Bithynia, A. 1), 828.1 The part of 
it which explains the divinity of the Holy Ghost was added 
by general council, held at Constantinople, A. D 3881,§ 
with the exception of the clause “and the Son,” which the 
Latin Church affixed to it in the ninth century.|| Thir last 


is given by Mn Lindsey, in his “ Apology for resigning the Vicarage of 
Cattenck in Yorkshhe.” It forms part of tho aunry critisism whieh 
some Englibh and Spanish Josmts passed upon this Creed, wnd w frans- 
lated from a Latin work by Alphonens do Vargas, a Spanurd ba 
heve in the Holy Ghost. This propoution 15. put with a bad design, and 
is deservedly suspected for its affected brevity, for it craftily passes over 
in silenca the divinity of the Holy Ghost, and his proceeding fiom the 
Father and the Son. Moreover, it smalls grievously of Anan In reey, 
covertly fax ors the schisms of tho Greaks, and destroys the undivided 
Trinity, And the whole of this exposition of the divine and undivided 
‘Trinity, Ny prees in these eight articles (via the Apostles’ Creed so 
divided], is defhetive and dangerous , for it takes the faithfnl off fram 
the woiship wid reverence nidividedly and sag roe to ba pau) to the 
three Divine pergoms; and under a alpine of bravity, and tiklag no 
unrigrestary antargement, is cunningly overthraws tha wholes mystery of 
the Trinity, whereof the perfect and explicat belief ia an indwspensxble 
oudijon of salvegon, Sa that this wliale doctrine [viz the Apourles’ 
raed] can hardly be looked won as any other than a cheat, boeatse it 
ee ib τευ δὲ of the pias of the ac rik Salary er ead 
ity, but even Intimates the con: conrerijiy the m the third 

Gla, viz. who ys concerned of the Holy Ghagt, born of the Pigs ry 
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clause the Greek Church never adopted: she separated from 
the Latin communion, among other reasons, on account of it, 
denouncing its inventors and supporters as heretics,* 

The Nicene Creed is semi-Trinitartan. ΤῸ retains in part 
the spirit of Unitarianism; but in part it approaches the com- 
plex Athanasian system. Its first article is an expressive tes~ 
timony to the supremacy of the Father: “J delieve in One 

Gon, Tae Parner Anmienty, Baker of heaven and carth, 
and of all thinys visible and invisible.” Yet immediately 
after, the divine claims of another being are asserted, though 
not in such a way as ta imply equality with the One God, the 
Father, jusi described : “and tn one Lord Jesus Christ, the 
‘only begotten Son of God; begotten af his Father before all 
-worlds ; God of (or from) Gon; Light of (or from) Liaur ; 
Very God of (or from) Very Gov.” That is to say, we are 
recommended by this Creed to believe, after God the Father 
Almighty, in ony Saviour Jesus Christ, who was Gad also in a 
‘secondary sense, a3 deriving his birth in a peculiar maunor 
from the Father, being God by dertvation from Ἡ sub- 
stance, and light by purticipation of His light. Still, in these 
expressions, equality, on the part of Christ, with she Supreme 
_ Deity is not declared, either as to power or glory. On the 
contrary, such phrases indicate the decided inferiority of the 
‘Son of God io his Father, and his entive dependence on 
τ as on the self-existent Deity, the great first cause of all 
‘ things. 

But perhaps it may be thought, that equality was meant to 
be included in the phrase, ‘of one substance with the Father.” 
To this I answer, that many acute reasoners have otherwise 

understood this expression ; allowing, [Ὁ. 117 indeed, that it 
implied o parity of nature, hut not the possession, to the full 
‘extent, of the attributes of Deity. Tt has been frequently ad- 
mitted, that the members of the Nicene Council, in making use 
of this phrase, just signified their belicf that Christ partook of 
. the substance or nature of his Father, as any child partakes of 
. the substance or nature of his parents.| But do sons in gen~ 
.aral, because they partake of the substance of their fathers, 


c © Prieatley’s General Church History, Vol TX, of his Works, pp 156, 

* vb, 444-448. Mosheini, Vol. 11. Bp 358, 5354. 

, _ t Jortin, Vol, TI. pp. 55,56, Ben Mordecai’s Apology (by the Rev. ἘΕ, 
Taylor, Vicar of ae , Letter Lp, 32, &e. 
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possess, in ennsequence, the same stature, amount of health, 
degree of understanding, inanners, and condition? If not, in 
what way is it certain that the members of the Nicene Coun- 
οἱ thought that Christ, ay a son, of the same substance with 
God, was therefore placed on a perfect equality with im? 
That they held a contrary opinion would be manifest from an 
examination of their writings. 

A profound silence was maintained in the Council of Nice 
concerning the divinity of the Holy Spirit; which probalily 
arose from this circumstance, that the Church was not then 
prepared, or oven a considerable paity in it, to decide what 
precise dignity ths third person was entitled to. The Spin, 
indeed, not long after the Son, had been mentioned by theo- 
logians as. a Divine person, making part of a Trimty. But a 
considerable variety of opinion scems to have been entertained 
on this subject, and certainly less importance was atiached for 
a long time to the Spiritthan to Christ, Atlerwards, when the 
ecclesiastical authorities became more bold, hey added at Con- 
stantinople (A. D. 881) the clause which we find in the present 
copy of the Creed, characterizing the oly Ghost as “ the Lord 
and Giver of life ; who proreedeth from the Father ; who with 
the Father and the Son together is worshipped and glorified ; 
who spake by the prophets.” 

The Nicene Creed has sometimes been called Avian, even 
though expressly written in opposition to Arins at the instigation 
of ΠῚ πάν Bishop of Alexandria, prompted ly his secretary, 
the celebrated Athanasius.* Yet this impopricty of language 
may be excused, if we consider how little the Nicene Creed dif- 
fars frofa the opinions which Ariug entertained. In truth, Arius 
and his opponent Athanasius had not much reason to quarrel, 
for their tenets were not so at variance as ia commonly supposed. 
Both had departed far enough from primitive simpheity of 
dectting, Both, at the same time, were yel at a considerable 
distance from Trinitariantam in its finished state. What wag the 
subject of contention between them? Arius and Athanasius 
agreed that Christ waa a powerful Divine Being, to whoni the 
hértors and title of God were, in [p. 18] some sense dues but 
ibey dispeted about the manner in whieh this Being came into 
lite. [twas thoupht by Aring that Christ was produced out. of 
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nothing, by creation ;* while Athanasius maintained that he 
sprang from the sudstance of God, by some kind of generation. 
though pot so as to imply (as indeed how could it?) equality 
with God. And on this nice question, so practieally unim- 
portant, the body of the Christian Church, in the fourth century, 
divided itself into two great parties, opposing, denouncing, and 
rejecting each other. Nor was it certain at first which party 
would prevail, so keen was the contest, and so numerous aud 
obsimate were the adherents on both sides. The Council of 
Nice drew up the Creed which we have been considering, in 
favor of Athanasius, in A. D. 325; on which occasion Arius 
was condemned, and banished into Iflyricum.[ But ten years 
afterward, (A. Ὁ. 335), the fugitive was recalled, and acdmit- 
ted into communion by a council at Jerusalem, which agreed 
to avegpt his confession of faith as satisfactory.§ On the other 
hand, Athanasius also was severely scrutinized by several 
ecclesinstical assemblies.| He was five times expelled from 
his episcopal throne at Alexandria ; twenty years he passed as an 
exile or a fugitive; and his ducti ine fluctuated between honor 
antl disgrace, just a3 his party or that of Arius prevailed,** 
Victory at length decided for the adherents of Athanasius, 
towards the end of the fourth and the beginning of the fifth 
ecnturies. And in consequence of this triumph, and becanse 
the doctrine of the conqueror was a step nearer than that of 
his opponent to Trinitarianism as afterwards prevalent, the 
unfortunate Arius has been abandoned by posterity to the de- 
spised faie of a herotic, while honors lave been leaped in suc- 
cession upon Athanasius, and his name bas beon record ἃ 
among those of the choicest champions of orthodoxy, as well 
as of the most holy and revered saints of both Bastern and 
Western churches. 


TIT. One remarkable consequence arose, in the sixth century: 


---- 


* Tricatley’s Hist, of Early Opinions, Vol. IV. p 198, ob seq. 

t Ind, p. 211, δὲ seq 

$ Moshaim, Vol.I p 414. Priestley, Vol. VILL p. 800, 
Priestley, Vol, VIII p 809, 
Jbid., Pp 308, 837, &e Jortin, Vol. IT. PP. AS ~A5 

ot eit 4 story of the Deelme and Fall of the Roman Empire, Vol 
4p S04, et aed. 
#* * fn tho fouth century,” says Dr Joitin, “were held thirteen coun 


eflé against Arius, fiftean for him, and seventeen for the somi-Ariana, ἢ 
τα aie ten”? Wal TT vn. an. 
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from the renown thus obtained by Athanasius. The compila- 
tion of the third, or Trinitarian Creed, at that time new to the 
world, was imputed to him, a» to by far the mo~t οἱ lebrated of 
the Nicene Fathers. It was doubtless [p. 1G] expected that 
this singular composition, by being published as the work of' so 
eminent a theologian, would acquire an influence which other- 
wise, from its unreasonableness, it was ill caleulated to secure αὶ 
and we hnow thai this expectation has been realized. It would 
be superfluous in me to prove that Athanasius was xot the 
author of the Creed which passes current in his name, since 
its genuineness has heen abandoned by the able.t hisorians 
and divines. “TI say called the Athanasian Creed,” writes Dr. 
Lardner, * for it is now generally allowed by learned men, that 
it is not the work of the celebrated Athanasius, Bishop of Alex- 
andria, who flourished in the fourth century, but of »ome other 
erson long after his time. Nor isit certainly known by whom 
it was composed.”* Dr. Waterland conjectured that it was 
written by Hilary, Bishop of Arles in France, for the use of the 
Gaellican clergy ;f but it is much more likely that it was the 
work of Vigilius of Tapea, who flourished between the middle 
ani the end of the fifth century, and who was known te be the 
fabricator of various writings, which he published as the works 
of Athanasius. But whoever was its author, it was not much 
known till towards the end of the sixth century, when it be- 
gan to be commented on by its admirers.§ Several centuries 
afterwatds it was successively introduced into France, Spain, 
Germany, Italy, and England, where it still forma part of the 
public worship. But it has been dispuiwd whether it was ever 
received amang the Greek churches, ἢ 
This Creed, it will be allowed, is ἃ perfect specimen of 
Trinitarian dotirine. I will add, that it is 9 fit representation 
of a ἐπέ of faith which was*completed in a dark period of 
the Church, when Christianity had been cortupled and οἷ» 
Soured through ignorance and superstition. ‘Chis Oread in- 
‘ptrnats. us 3 worship “Oxe Goo uv Taurery, ond Trnwert tN 
LMrer, ἃ ther confounding the persons ner ohn ὧ! ΓΝ 
Bic ἧι Tyinforms us that “there ἐς one person of the Padher, 
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another of the Son, and another of the Holy Ghost, but" that 
“the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, 
ἐφ all one, the glory equal, the majesty co-eternal.” t declnres 
that “the Fuiher is Almighty, the Son Almighty, and the ITuly 
Ghost Almighty, and yet” that “they are not three Almightivs, 
but one Almighty”; that “the Father ἐς eternal, the Son eternal, 
and the Holy Ghost eternal, end yet” that “ they are not three 
eternrils, but one eternal”; that “the Lather is Gud, the Sou is 
God, and the Holy Ghost ἐς God, and yet” that “they are nut 
three [γ». 11 Gods, but one God.” Nor is this all; for with 
remarkable mgennity it states the following distinctions: that 
“the father 1s made of none, neither created, Non begatten”; 
that “the Son ts of the Futher alone, not made, nor created, 
But begotten”; and that “ the Holy Ghost is of the Father aut 
the Son, neither made, nor created, nor begotten, buT PRo- 
CEEDING”; to accord with (contradict?) which doctrine, it is 
next declared, that “none of the persons” in this Trinity δ ἐξ 
AFORE or AFTER ofher,” that “none is greater or less than 
cnother, but” that “tn all things, as is aforesaid. the unity in 
Trinity and Trinity in unity ὃ8 to be worshipped.” To sum 
up the whole, the Creed gravely warns us, that “te that will 
be saved must tuus TuINK of the Trinity,” and that “ except 
every one keen the sume whole and undefiled, WITHOUT DOUBT 
HE SHALL PERISH EVERLASTINGLY,” 

1 shall briefly mention the final steps which were taken to 
bring the doctrine of the Trinity to this perfect state. I have 
already explained what the members of the Nicene Council 
understood by the expression, “of one substance with the Fu- 
ther,” which they applied to Christ, It was their object by it 
to declare that our Lord derived his substance or nature from, 
the substance or nature of the Supreme Deity, without its 
being supposed that, on this account, he should be considered 
4s on complete equality with Iim. In process of time, how- 
ὄψον, the phrase, “ of one substance,” é&., underwent an impor- 
tant alteration. In the course of half a century or more, it 
was interpreted to signify, that Christ and the Holy Ghost (to 
‘whom also it was applied) were, without reserve, equal in 
power and glory to the Father Almighty ;* a conclusion which 
was established in thia way, Ii was contended, that in the 
substance of God were necessarily implied all the aftribules of 


ee 


* Ben Mordecai’e Apology, Losier L Ὁ, 58. 
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Deity in their dusinite fulness, and that it (the eubstanec) could 
not he communicated without also conferring the possession of 
those attributes in the same fulness. Whence it followed, as it 
was thought, supposing Christ and the Doly (ον! to have 
partaken of the Divine substance, that they partook in come- 
quence of all the properties of Divinity in a state of as great 
completeness as did the Supreme Father himself; n0 that no 
distinction of rank or power could be supposed lo etist between 
the persons of the Trinity. This was the dovtrine of many 
able men, both among the Greeks and Latins, who labored to 
piopagate their sentiments with unwearied zeal and alacrily ; 
till, aided by popular ignoranve, and supported by a consider- 
able share of imperial patronage, they sueceeded in establish 
ing the doctrine of a preper equality among the persons of the 
Trinity. 

Still the system of the Trinity was nol quite completed, for 
nothing had hitherto been determined concerning the manner 
in which the second [p. 18] person way united to the man 
Jesus Christ. It appears indeed strange, that this part of 
‘Trinitarianiom, so important in modern times, should not have 
been explained till so late a period as the fifth century. Yet 
Dr, Mosheim informs us that this was the case ; that, wp till 
that time, the connection of Christ’s natures was not even ἃ 
subject of inquiry; and that the Christian doctors expressed 
themselves diiferently on it as they thought proper.* The 
first determination of the Church, on this subject, was made by 
a council helt at Ephesus, A. Ὁ, 491 7 which council was 
succeeded by another at Chalcedon, on the same matter, twenty 
years afterwards (A. Ὁ, 451).t It was declared at these as- 
semblies, and more fully at the latter, that Ohrist was one 
divine person, tn whom two matures were most closely and 
tatimately untied, but without being mized or confounded 
together ὃ 

Tn the first of these councils Nestorius was condemned for 
teaching that Christ’s natures were only connected, in sym- 
puthy and wil, without any personal or hypostetic union. Ta 
the second council an opposite opinion, maintained by Enty- 
ches, viz. ihat Christ had but one nature, a compound of 
divinity and humanity, was alo censured as heratival.} 


* Mosheim, Vol. IT. p 65. t Thid., Ὁ. 68, 
; Ibid, Vol 11. p.77. § Thid, pp, 69, 78, 
| Ibid. See Century V. Part ΤΙ, Ch. V. in Vol, UL, 
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But neither of these doctrines, though condemned, werevan- 
quished by the ecclesiastical decrees. They were zealously 
supported by multitudes of Cliristians, and struggled with 
oithodoxy for a long time; and, indeed, have continued to 
flourish til this day in many Eastern churches. 

1 shall conclude this chapter with one observation. The 
Council of Ephesus, which, with that of Chalcedon, completed 
Trinitarianism, decreed that the Virgin Mary should be re- 
ceived and honored a» a supplement to the Trinity, under the 
title of Zheotokos, or Mother of God.| This was done, as it 

yas alleged, as a necessary consequence of ihe doctrine of the 
hypostatic union of two uatures In Christ, which this council 
Rad determined. It was muintuined that the divine nature of 
Christ was s0 closely connected with his humanity, even from 
the time of’ his ronception, that Mary, in giving birth io him, 
was entitled te be called, not merely the Mother of Christ, but 
the Mother of God. AJl per-ons who held a contrary opinion 
were denounced as heretics by the prevailing party. 

Thus this Council of Ephesus, which, with that of Chalce- 
don, completed Trinitarianism, did, by giving to Mary the 
profane title of Mother οἵ God, pave the way for sher fulure 
idolatrons worship, and in some degree sanctioned the many 
servile invocations which iguorunec and superstition have sinve 
addressed to her a» the Queen of ILeaven. 

[p. 10] But, indeed, superstition and idolatry had already 
cominenced. As carly a» the fourth century, the images of saints 
and martyrs were erected in the churches, and particular vir- 
tues were ascribed to theiy presence ; water was consecrated 5 
idle shows were multiplied; dust and earth from Valestine 
were sold as remedies against evil spirits; eclibaey was en- 
couraged among the priests as giving superior sanctity ; and ἢ 
πον" not what train of silly observances was begun, the result 
of ignorance, and of a crooked ceclesinstical policy. } 


toe 
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* Priestley, Vol VHT p. 553. Mosheim, Vol. VIL p. 18. 
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CILAPTER II. 


Tor game Sopircr CoNrINVLD BY QUOLATIONS FROM TIE 
Wonras or tun Turotogican Wrirtes or ANLIQUITY. 


AN examination of the works of the theologians who flour-.& 
ished in the early Christian centuries will render still more 
evident the progressive change from Unitarianisin to Trinita- 
rinnism, which ha» been traced, in some measure, in the pre- 
ceding chapter. We shall find that the language employed 
by the writers of the age immediately succeeding that of the 
Apostles is distinctly such as might be expected from men 
who believed in One God, the Father, and who did not eon- 
sider Jesus Christ to be more than a man. Then follow, in 
ihe works of the next age, viz. from the middle of the second 
century till about the end of the fourth, statements aud rea~ 
sonings, in great number and variety, representing Christ and 
the Tloly Spirit as divine persons, but inferior to the Father, 
While in the works of the third period, which includes all 
the centuries after the fourth, the docirine of a proper equality 
among the persons of the Trinity will be found to he a settled 
and leading article of theology. Without more preface, 1 shall 
undertake to produce passages from the werks belonging to 
each of these periods, in illustration of ihis view. 


i. FIRST, OR UNITARIAN PURIOD. 


Clement of Rome and Polycarp are the only two men on 
whose writings I can place reliance, in forming an opinion 
concerning the doctrine of the age immediately suveeeding 
that of the Apostles; for the genuineness of the Epistle of 
Barnabas, and that of the Shepherd of Fermas, have long been 
disputed by divines ; and to say the least of these prodyctions, 
it is exceedingly doubtful whether they were composed before 
the middle of the second century, attd havo a right io raik 
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higher in authority than the work» of that period. And re- 
garding the epistles of Ignatius, though [p. 1%] it is on all 
hands admitted that they were, in the main, written by that 
Father, yet they have been yery much interpolwed by those 
into whose hands they subsequently fell; so that it would be 
improper to cmploy them as evidence on a question of apus- 
tolical antiquity. 1 proceed, therefore, to an examination of 
the testimonies of Clement and Polycarp; premi-ing, that the 
dates annexed to the names of the several writers who are 
quoted in this chapter are intended to denote at what times 
these men flourished, according to Dr. Lardner, in his Credi- 
bility of the Gospel History. 


CLEWENT OF ROWE, A. Ὁ, 96. 


“The writer,” says Dr. Mosheim, “whose fame surpassed 
that of all others in this century, the Apostles excepted, was 
Clement, Bishop of Rome.” ft 118 is generally thonght to 
have heen the person whom St. Paul mentions among his 
* follaw-laborers, whose names are in the book of life.” Plul 
iv. ὃ, His epistle, from whieh 1 intend to quote some pas- 
sagen, was addressed, in the name of the church of ‘Rome, to 
the church of Corinth, aud was designed to put a stop to con- 
tentions and disturbances which had arisen in the latter body. 
“TJpon this occasion,” says Dr. Lardner, “ Clement recom- 


eenmnad 


* Mr. Wakefield (in his Inquiry into the Opinions of the Chistian 
Writers of the Three First Centuries, ed 1824,pp 247, 229,981) hasgiven 
the followmg examples of mtei polation of the epistles of Ipnanus. (1.) 
“J plorify Jesus Christ [the Gord] who has thus made you wie” This 1s 
the readmg of a passage m one set of Iynatius’s epistles But in another 
set (of the same epistles) we find. “I glority the God and Father of our 
Tord Jesus Chit, who tough him has thus made you wie” (2) 
* Yo did well in receiving Philo, &c.. who followed me unto the word of 
God, as ministers of Clnist [a Ged]” Bat in another set we read: 
* Ye did well in receiving Philo, ὅσ, who followed me unto the word of 
God, who are ministers of Christ, ay ministers of Christ” {3) “ That 

6 may prosper in all that ye do, in flesh and spit, in faith and love, 
lis the Sun and the Father and the Spirit.| in the beginnings and in the end, 
with your most worthy bishop, and that well-woven spiritual crown your 
presbytery, and the deacons accoiding to God.” But in the other set the 
reading is: “ That all things whieh you do may prosper, in flesh and 
spirit, in fiith and love, with your most worthy bishop, and the well- 
oe and spiritual crown your presbytery, and the deacons according 
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monds not only concord and harmony, but love in general, 
humility, and all the virtues of a good life, and divers of the 
great articles and principles of religion. The style is clear 
and simple. 10 is called by the ancients an excellent, a ure- 
ful, a great, and admirable epistle.”* I add with pleasure, 
that having carefully read it (in the copy which we now huye), 
I find it to have been the composition of a believer in the 
strict unity of God, and (I doubt uot) the simple humanity 
of Jesus [p. 18] Christ. It does not contain a sentence 
which asciibes Deity to onr Saviour, or personality to the 
power or spirit of God. My readers will perceive, from the 
following quotations, that its language agrees very much 
with that of the New Testament, clearly distingnishing God 
from his Son and Servant, and leaving no room for the opin- 
ion, that the Zatter was more than a human being, chosen of, 
and approved by, the Almighty Father, as the instrument of 


his will. 


The church of Gon, which 
sojourneth at Rome, to the 
church gf Gop which 80- 
journeth at Corinth, to the 
called, the sanctified by the 
will of Gon, through Jesus 
Christ our Lord, favor and 
peace be multiplied unto you, 
from the Anweuty Gop, 
through Jesus Christ. 

Sect. 20. —All these things 
the great Creator and Lorp 
of the universe has ordained 
io be in peace and harmony ; 
blessing all; but most abun- 
dautly us, who have fled to 
Its mercy, chrough our Lord 
Jess Christ, 

Sect. 32.— We, then, who 
ara called, by His will, in 
Jesus Christ. 

Szcr. 42.-—The Apostles 


ee ee re --».ὄ-..-.ὕ. ...... 


Clement thus begins his epistle : — 


ἯΙ ἐκκλησία τοῦ Θεηῦ ἢ παροι» 
κηῦσα Ῥώμην τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ τοῦ 
Θεοῦ παροικοῦσῃ Ἐόρινθων, κλη» 
τοῖς ἡγιάσμενοις ἐν θελήματι Θεοῦ, 
διὰ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χρι» 
σταῦ " Χάρις ὑμῖν καὶ εἰρήνη ἀπὸ 
παντοκράτορος Θεοῦ διὰ Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ πληθύνθειη, ἐφ᾽ ὑμῶν 
ἴδιους καὶ ἐπ᾿ ἀλλήλους. 


Tatra πάντα 6 péyus δημι- 
oupyde καὶ δεσπότης τῶν ἁπταντῶν 
ἐν εἰρήνῃ καὶ ὁμύνοιᾳ προσετάξεν 
εἶναι, εὐεργετῶν τὰ πάντα, ὕπερ- 
εκπερισσῶς δὲ ἡμᾶς τοὺς προσπε" 
φεύγοτας τοῖς οἰκτιρμοῖς αὐτοῦ, διὰ 
τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿ἴησοῦ Ἀριστοῇ, 


Kei ἡμεῖς οὖν διὰ θελήματος 
αὐτοῦ ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ Khim 
θεντες, 

ΟΣ ἀπόσταλοε ἡμῖν εὐαγγελί- 


το τ τ .--..-.... 


πππρτο το mene ide 


# Lardner’s Credibshity of the Gospel History, in Works, Vol. 1.45, 289, 
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preached the Gospel to us from 
the Lord Jesus Christ: Jesus 
Christ from Gov. Christ, 
therefore, was senf out by 
Gop; and the Apostles by 
Christ. Both these events 
were ordered by the will of 
Gop. 

Srot. 46.—— Have we not 
Onc Gop, and one Christi? 
Is there not one spirit of grace 
poured upon us, and one caill- 
ing in Christ ? 

ὅπου, 49.— On account of 
the love which he bore to us, 
Christ our Lord gaye his blood 
for us, by the will of Gon. 

Srct. 50.— This blessed- 
ness is the lot of those who are 
chosen by Gop, through Jesus 
Christ, our Lord. 

Sot. 58. — The AL.-3EE- 
tNG Gon, the master of spirits, 
and the Lord of all flesh, who 
hath ehosen our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and us through him. 

ὅσσα, 59,— The favor of 
our Lord Jesus Christ he with 
you, and with all these who 
have been everywhere called 
by Gon, through hin (Jesus) : 
through whom (Jesus), to Wi 
(Gon) be glory, houor, pov er, 
and mujesty, an everlasting 
throne, from eternity to cter- 
nity. Amen.* 
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σθησαν ἀπὸ τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ, Ἰησοῦς 6 Χριστὸς ἀπὸ 
τοῦ Θεοῦ. ᾿Ἐξεπέμφθη 6 Ἔρι- 

4 > t κν, a “ x € 
ores οὖν aro τοῦ Θεοῦ, καὶ of 
ἀπόστολοι ἀπὸ τοῦ Ἀριστοῦ " ἐγέ- 
vovro οὖν ἀμφότερα εὔτακτως ἐκ 
θελήματος Θεοῦ. 


Ἦ οὐχὶ ἕνα Θεὸν ἔχομεν, καὶ 
ἕνα Χριστόν; καὶ ἕν πνεῦμα τοῦ 
χάριτος τὸ ἔκχυθεν ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς καὶ 
μία κλήσις ἐν Χριστῷ ; 


Διὰ τὴν ἀγάπην ἣν ἔσχεν πρὸς 
ἡμᾶς, τὸ αἷμα αὐτοῦ ἔδωκεν ὑπὲρ 
[2 fal x ¢ is on 
ἡμῶν ὁ Σριστὸς 6 κυρῖος ἡμῶν, ἐν 
θελήματι Θεοῦ " 

Οὗτος ὁ μακαρισμὸς ἐγένετο 
33 4 3 ΄ 6 “ 
ἐπὶ τοὺς ἐκλελεγμίνους ὑπὸ τοῦ 
Θεοῦ, διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ 
κυρίου ἡμῶν. Ν 

Ὃ παντεπόπτης Θεὸς, καὶ δὲ- 

, “ EA 
σπότης [p. 19] τῶν πνευμάτων 
καὶ xuplos πᾶσης σαρκὸς, 6 ἐκλε" 
ξάμενος τὸν κυρίον Ιησοῦν Api 
στὸν, καὶ ἡμᾶς δὲ αὐτοῦ. 

Ἧ χάρες τοῦ κυρίαυ ἡμῶν Ἴη- 
σοῦ Χριστοῦ ped” ὑμῶν, καὶ μετὰ 
πάντων πανταχὴἣ τῶν κεκλημένων 
δι. y ΩΣ a 4 > 4 o ? 
ὑπὸ rot Θεοῦ, καὶ 6s αὐτοῦ " δὲ 
οὗ αὐτῷ δόξα, τιμὴ, κράτος, καὶ 
μεγαλωσύνη, θρόνος αἰώνιος. ἀπὸ 
τῶν αἰωνῶν, εἰς τοὺς αἴωνας τῶν 
αἴωνων. ᾿Αμήν. 


* Photins, azealous Trinitarian, after the Council of Nice, censined the 
Episile of Clement for three things, the last of winch was, that, “speah- 
ing of our high-ptiest and master, Jogus Chinst, he did not make pre of 
expressions sufticiently lofty and becomme a God, though he nowhere 
openly blasphemes him.” — Priestley’s Uist. of Opmions, Vol. Lp. 97. 
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[cu τιν 


POLYCARP, A. ἢ. 108. 


This 


opportunity which he had 


mediate followers of our 


Father had been the disciple of St. John, 


pointed by him pishop of the church of Smyrna. 
of conversing with some of the im- 


Saviour, his testimony voucerning, the 


and was ap- 
From the 


δια of Christian antiquity should be esteemed of great value 5 
but as he wrote little, I can produce only a few paxages Ults- 


trative of his doctrine. 


They are taken from his epistle to 


the church of Philippi, the only work of his 


now remaining. 


Tt will he seen that they are of the same uature with the quo- 
tations fiom Clement, plainly distinguishing Jesus Christ from 


the God and Father, who se 


The epistle to the Philippians 


Polycarp, and the elders 
with him, to the ehureh of 
(jop which sojourneth at 
Philippi; merey and peace 
be multiplied unto you from 
Gop ALwunty, and the 
Lord Jesus Christ, our Sav- 
jour. 

Sect. 2.— Believing in 
Hist who raised our Lord 
Jesus Christ from the dear, 
and gave him glory, and ἃ 
seat at {118 right hand. 

Suct. 3.— [ope following, 
Jove preceding, viz. love to 
Gon, to Christ, aud’ to our 
neighbor. 

Suor. 5,— Likewise the 
deacons, thut they be blame- 
less before him in righteous~ 
ness, as the servants of Gop, 
and of Christ, and not of 
men, 

We onght, therefore, to ab- 
stain from all these (sins), and 
io ba subject to the pre~byters 
and deacons, as ty Gop, and 
to Christ. 


lected him for his messenger. 
commences thus :— 


Πολυκάρπος, καὶ of σὺν αὐτῷ 
πρεσβύτεροι τῇ ἐκκλήσιᾳ τοῦ Θεοῦ 
τῇ παροικοῦσῃ Φιλίπποις" ἐλεὸς 
ὑμῖν, καὶ εἰρήνη πιιρὰ Θεοῦ παντον 
κράτορος, κιὶ κυρίου ᾿Ιησοῦ Χρι- 
στοῦ τοῦ σωτῆρυς ἡμῶν πληθὺν» 


θεῖη. 


΄ 
Τιστεύσιντες els τὸν ἐγείραντα 
4 a “- 
τὸν κυρίον ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν 
3 id x ’ > ~ , 
ἐκ véxpav, καὶ δόντα αὐτῷ dour, 
᾿ nm ” 

καὶ θρόνων ἐκ δεξιῶν αὐτοῦ + 


᾿ἘΠπακολουθούσης τῆς ἔλπιθοῦς 
προαγούσης τῆς ἀγωπῆν, τῆς εἰς 
Θεὸν, καὶ Χριστὸν, Kul εἰς τὸν 
πλήσιον. 

“Ὁμοίως διάκονος ἀμέμπτοι κα- 
τενῴπιαν αὐτοῦ τῆς δικαιυσυνῆς» 
ὡς Θεοῦ [p. BN] καὶ Χριστοῦ 
διάκονοι, καὶ οὐκ ἄνθρωπων" 


Διὸ δέον ἀπεχέσθαι ἀπὸ πάντων 
τουτῶν, ἵ ποταισιτομένονς τοῖς πρεσο 
βύτεμοις καὶ διάκονοις,) ὡς θεᾷ 
καὶ Χριστῷ" 


CTI. 11. 


Srot. 12.— The Gop and 
Fatugr of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the perpetual high- 
priest lumeelf, the Son of God, 
Christ Jesus, build you up in 
faith, and truth, and in all 
meekness, &c.; and grant to 
you a lot and portion among 
his saints, and to us with you, 
and to all who, under heaven, 
shall believe in our Lord Je- 
sus Christ, and im his Fa- 
THER, who rawed him from 
the dead, 
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Deus* autem οὐ Pater 
Domini Jesu Christi; et ipse 
sempiternus Pontifex, Dei Fil- 
ins, Christus Jesus, wdificet 
vos in fide et veritate, ct in 
omni mansuetudine, &e.; οὐ 
det vobis soriem et pariem 
inter sanctos suos, et nobis 
vobiscutn, et omnibus qui sunt 
sub ceelo, qui eredituri sunt in 
Dominum nostrum, Jesam 
Christui, et in ipsins Pairem, 
qui resuscitavit eum a mor- 
tuis. 


II. SECOND, OR SUVWI-TRINITARIAN PERIOD. 


Most of the quotations which I shall produce under this 
head, I first found in Dr. Priestley’s History of Hurly Opin- 
tons concerning Uhrist ; and it was my wish, on seeing them, 
to have procured the original writings from which they had 
been taken, with a view to revising the passages for ‘confirma- 
tion or correction. But having agaza met with them, and 
with several more, in Dr. Samuel Clarke’s Seripture Doetrine 
of the Trinity, I was sufficiently convinced, after a careful 
comparison, that they were accurate transcriptions, precluding 
the necessity of immediate revisal, They are here brought 
forward to show what were the opinions of the Fathers of the 
Jatter part of the second century, and of the whole of the third 
century, and of the beginning of the fourth, concerning God 
and Christ. It will appear trom thein thal our Saviour was 
believed, in those ages, to have existed before his incarnation, 
and that he was esteemed a divine being, or deity ; but ize. 
rior to God the Father, 25 is confessed in the mast unambigu- 
ous manner, Similarly, other passages might be added cun- 
cerning the Holy Spivit,f showing him also to have been 
reckoned below the Father, and sometimes below the Son. ἢ 


* This quotation is fiom the Latin version, the Greck copy being 
wanting towards the end, 
+ In one of the passages from Origen, notice is taken of the Spirit 
along with the Son. 
¥ Dr, Priestley’s Hist. of Opinions, Vol. IL pp 270, et seq. 
yom 
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[om 1, 


But I think it proper, on account of the greater importance 
that has been attached to the Son, in all nges, sinee Lis deifice- 
tion, to confine attention at present tu hua. 


[p. 517] austin MARTYR, A. D. 140. 


Fle was a native of Palestine, originally a heathen philoa 
pher, and converted to Christianity about the year 185, His 
principal works are two sApologies for the Chrisians, and a 
Dialogue with Trypho, a Jew. After a THe af great piety and 
virtue, he suffered mariyrdum. According lo Mr Lindsey + 
and Dr. Priestley.f be is the earliest author in whose writings 
any trace of the docvirine of Clirists deity is to be found. It 
was his opinion that Christ was a God, interior to the Father, 
and that he appeared as such, on earth, several times ποίοις 
his incarnation. 

Ife says: Neither Abraham, 


Οὔτε ody’ ABpadn, οὔτε Ἰσαάκ, 
nor Isane, nor Jacob, nor any 


οὔτε “lunhB, οὔτε ἄλλος ἄνθρω- 


man, ever saw the Farunr, 
and Inerranite Lory or 
ALL, eves of Chiriet himself’; 
but (they sau) him who by 
his will was God, Ais Son, and 
an angel (or messenger), fiom 
his being snbservient to Ais 
will, who, at 47s pleasure, was 
made a man from the virgin, 
who also, on one occasion, ap- 
peared in the form of fire, con- 
versing with Moses, from the 
bushi. 


may ede τὸν πάτερα καὶ ἄῤῥηιον 
κυμίων τῶν πάντων ἁπλῶς, Kul αὖν 
τοῦ τοῦ Χριστοῦ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκεῖνον τὸν 
κατὰ βουλὴν τὴν ἐκεῖνου καὶ θεὸν 
dura, υἱὸν αὐτοῦ, κιὰ ἄγγελων ἐκ 
τοῦ unnpereiy τῇ γνωμῇ αὐτοῦ, ὃν 
καὶ ἄνθρωπον γεννη βῆναι διὰ τῆς 
παρθένου βεβυυλήτιι, ὃς καὶ πῦρ 
πότε γεγόνε τῇ πρὸς Maoen bpm 
λιᾷ τῇ ἀπὸ τὴς βάτου, Daal. 
eum Tryphonte, p. LL. 


Speaking of the God in heaven, and the God npon earth, 
viz, Christ, who conversed with Abrahain and others, dustin 


Martyr says: — 


The former is the Lord of 


that Lord who was upon earth, 
being his Farnir, and Gon, 


“Oe [ἂν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς ὑπάρχων 
καὶ τοῦ ἐπὶ γῆς κυρίου κυρίος 
ἐστὶν, ὧν πατὴρ καὶ Oeds, virus 


ΠΝ 


πο πκοεπιν καὶ 


% Second Address to the Youth of both Universities, Introduce, p. xx, 


and p. 150. 


ἘΞ Hist, of Corruptions of Christianity, in Works, Vol. V. p.a7. Early 


Opinions, Vol. Lf p, 43. 


στ. 11.] 


the Ciusn of his existenee, 
and of his being powerful, and 


Lord, and God. 


SEMI-TRINITARIAN YERIOD, 


iu 


δι τὸν nF a , 
TE αὐτῷ TOU εἰϑκιέ. KAL δύνατῳ, καὶ 


κυρίῳ, καὶ GeG. Dial. p. 413, 


While this writer believed that Christ made all things in an 
inferior sense, there was a higher sense, in which the phrase 
© Moker of all things” was thought by him to be applicable to 


the Father only. 

1 will endeavor to show that 
he who appeared to Abraham, 
Jacob, and Moses, and who is 
ealled God in Seripture, is dif 
ferent from tun Gop ὙΠῸ 
MADR ALL THINGS; umeri- 
cally diferent, but the seae in 
will. For I say, that he never 
did anything but what that 
GOb ὙΠῸ MADE ALL THINGS, 
and above whom there is no 
God, willed that he should do 
an say. 

I will endeavor to convince 
‘you that there is another who 
is called God and Lord, besides 
Tint THAT MADE ALL THINGS, 
wha is also called an angel (or 
messenger), from his deliver- 
jung to man whatever he who 
isthe Maxur oF ALL THINGS, 
and above whom there Is no 
God, wills that he should de- 
liver. 


Πειράσομαι πείσαι ὑμᾶς ὅτι ov- 
τὸς 6 τέ τῷ ᾿Αβραὰμ, καὶ τῷ 
Ἰακὼβ, καὶ τῷ Μώσει ὥφθαι λε- 
γομένος, καὶ γεγράμμενος θεὸς, 
érepos ἐστὶ τοῦ τὰ πάντα ποιῆ- 
cayros Θευῦ" ἄριθμῳ λέγω ἀλλ᾽ 
οὗ τῇ γνώμῃ. ᾿Οὐυδὲν γὰρ φημὶ 
αὐτὸν πεπράχεναι more ἢ ἅπερ 
αὐτὸς ὃ τὸν κοσμὸν ποιήσας, ὕπερ 
ὃν [p. 585 ἄλλος οὐκ ἐστὶ θεὸς, 
βεβουλῆτμι, καὶ πράξ a καὶ ὁμι- 
λῆσαι. Dial. p. 252. 


*A λέγω πειράσομδε buds πεῖ» 
σαι, νοησάντας τὰς γράφιιςς, ὅτι 
ἐστὶ καὶ λεγέται θεὸς καὶ κυρίος 
ἕτερος, ὑπὲρ τὸν ποιήτην τῶν ὅλων, 
ὃς Kab ἄγγελος καλεῖται, διὰ τὸ 
ἄγγελλειν τοῖς ἄνθρωποις ὅσαπερ 
βουλέται αὐτοῖς ἀγγεῖλαι ὃ τῶν 
ὅλων ποιητὴς, ὑπὲρ ὃν ἄλλος θεὸς 
οὐκ ἔστι. Κἷαϊ, p. 249. 


ΤΒΈΝΖΤΙΒ, A. D. 178. 
This Father was the disciple of Polycarp, and afterwards 
made Bishop of Lyons, in Gaul. He has always been esteemed, 
ou account of his learuing and piety, an ornament to the Chris- 


tian religion. 

11 says: Our Tord him- 
self, the Son of God, acknowl- 
edged that the Farurr only 
knew the day of judgment; 
declaring expressly, that of that 


Dominus ipse, Filius Dei, 
ipsuin jadicii diem eonce-sit 
scire solum Patrem ; manileste 
divens, De die autem illa et 
hora nemo scit, neque Filius, 
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day and hour hnoweth uo man, 
neither the Son, but the Ta- 
τὰρρπ ouly, Now, if the Son 
himself was not ashamed to 
leave the knowledge of that 
day to the Farmer, but de- 
clared the truth, neither ought 
we to be ashamed to leave to 
Gop such questions a» 10 ἰ00 
high for us. 


XIN TRINITY. Port τῆι 


nisi Pater solu. ΒΓ ivitnr 
selentiain didi itms, tillus non 
crubudt referve ad Patrem, sed 
diait quod serum est; neque 
nos eraubescimus. que sunt in 
queestionabts major secundum 
nos reservare Deu. 


‘And in continuation of the same sulijeet, he says :— 


Since our Lord is the only 
teacher of truth, we should 
learn of him, that the Fa tain 
in above all: forthe Faint re, 
saith he, is greater than L. ‘The 
Fatanr, therefore. is by our 
Lord declaed to be superior 
even in knowledge, to this end, 
that we, while we continue in 
this would} may leam to con- 
fess Gov only to have perfect 
knowledge, and resign such 
(difficult) questions to him. 

We hold fa-t the rule of 
truth, which is, that there i. 
Onn Gop Aatioanry, who 
created all things, thraugh his 
Word. This is the Fauuie 
af our Lord Jesus Christ. 


This Gon is the Fariure of 
our Lord Jesu, Christ, and of 
Tlim it is that Paul declared, 
There is Ove Gon, even the 
Fatuer, who isahove all, and 
through all, and in us all. 

We believe in One Gon, 
the Maxck of heaven and 
earth, and of all things therein, 
through Jesus Cliist, the Sun 
of God, 


Quonkun cum solus veray 
maomter est dominus, ut dis 
cams per ipsup., super omnia 
esse Patient: Eteann Pater, 
ait, ἴον me est. Et secun- 
chun aynitionem itaqne pre. 
positus ese Pater ΗΠ ΠΟΙ ΠῚ 
est ἃ Domino nostro, ad hoe ut 
et nos, in quautum in figure 
bujus mandi suits, perfectam 
atientiaw, οὐ tales quiestiones 
convedunus Deu Lab LL cap. 
15. or i, 

ἀππ temas Πρ πὰ neg 
reanlum verituls, td est, quia 
sit Unis Deus Onanipotens, 
qui onuin σου μὸν ἢν, 88] 
Verlann suum.— ie Pater 
domini nostri desu Christi, 
Lib. 1. cap. 19. 

Hie Deas est Pater Domini 
nostri tes Christi, et de hoe 
Panlus Apostolos dixit, unus 
Deus Pater, qui super omnes, 
et per onmin, ef in omnibus 
nobis. Lib. ΠῚ cap. 2. 

Jn unum Deun eredentes, 
frlbrientorem cocli et terre, et 
omninig qua in iis sunt. per 
Christuam Jesnm Dei tihum 
Lib. II. cap. 4. 


ὉΠ. 11.7 
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CLIMEINT OF ALEXANDRIA, A. D. 194. 


He presided over the Christian catechetical school in Alex 
andria, and has the title of presbyter given to him by several 


of the ancients. 

Ile says: Be thon initiated, 
and join the chorns with the 
angels, about Hiw who is the 
UNBCGOTTEN, and IMMORTAL, 


El βούλει, καὶ od μνοῦ, καὶ 
χορεύσεις μετ᾽ ἄγγελων ἀμφὶ τὸν 
ἀγεννητὸν καὶ ἀνωλεθρον καὶ pd ὧν 
évras Θεὸν, συνυμνοῦντος ἡμῖν 


the onuy τ Gop; God 
the Word accompanying us in 
our songs of praise. ‘This per- 
petual Jesus, the one great 
Uigh-Priest of the Onc Gop, 
who is also his FATHLR, prays 
for nen, and encourages men. 

Oar Lord taught, that Gop 
THE Farner only ix supreme 
over all, whom voue knew but 
the Son. 

The Mediator performs the 
willofthe Fatnunr. The Word 
is the Mediator, being common 
to both, the Son of God and 
the Saviour of men. ΟΥ̓ the 


τοῦ θεοῦ λόγου. “Adis otras 
᾿Ιησοὺς εἷς ὁ μέγας ἀρχιερεὺς θεοῦ 
τὲ ἔνος τοῦ αὔτου καὶ πάτρος, ὑπὲρ 
ἄνθμωπων εὔχεται, καὶ ἄνθρωποις 


ἐγκελευέτιι. Ad. (ομίοβ, p. 
74, 


“Ort Θεὸς καὶ πάτηρ cis καὶ 
μόνος ὃ παντοκρατὼρ, ὃν οὔδεις 
ἔγνω εἰ μὴ ὁ vids. Strom. 7. 


Καὶ τὸ θέλημα tpi πάτρος 6 
μεσίτης ἔκτελει. μεσίτης γὰρ 6 
λόγος, ὁ κοῖνος ἀμφοῖν Θεοῦ 
μὲν vids, σώτηρ δὲ ἄνθρωπων. 
Καὶ τοῦ μὲν διάκονος, ἡμῶν δὲ 


one (viz. Gop) he is the ser- παιδαγώγος Ῥωάαρ, Lib, UL 
vant, but our instructor. cap. 1. 


TERTULLIAN, A. Ὁ, 200. 


Tle was born at Cartlape, and was a presbyter of the church 
in that city. Ile was shilled in various kinds of learning, 
and wrote with considerable ability. This writer has ascribed 
very high power to Jesus Christ as the Son of God; but with 
the express caution, that it was of a delegated nature, having 
been given to him as the instrument of the ALmmeuty 
Fatnir’s will And to make this snfficiently clear, he 
represenis the authority of Christ as similar to that of the 
angels, in 40 far as he, like them, holds a share in ihe Divine 
Monarchy, without dividing it any more than they do when 
they caceute anthority at the command of God. Ad. Praseam, 
Seet. 3, p. 502. In continuation of this view he says :— 
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But I, who derive the Son 
from no other original than the 
substance of the F's rirer, sup- 
pming him to do nothing but 
by the will of the Faruur, and 
to have received all his power 
from the Farurr, how is it 
thut I destroy the behef of the 
(Divine) Monarchy which I 
preserve in the Son, being de- 
livered by the Faimer to him 
(or in so far as it has been de- 
Livered by the Fataer to him), 


THUD TRINITY. [Um 11. 


Cxeternm, qni Filium non 
alinnde [p. 24] deduco, sed de 
substantia Patris, nihil tacien- 
tein sine Patris voluntate, om- 
nema Patre consecutum putes- 
tatem, quomoilo possuin de fide 
destruaie monarchiam, quam 
a Patre Filio traditam in Filio 
servo. Ad, Prascam, Seet. 3, 
p- 502. 


Of course Tertullian could only have been speaking of what 


he considered to be Christ's highest state of existence in the 
above passage, as well as in the following, in which the dele. 
gated nature of Chirist’s authority is stuted with equal dis- 


tinciness, 

Ile says: The Son always 
appeared, and the Son aliavs 
acted, by the authority and will 
of the Fatuer; because the 
Son can do nothing of himacif, 
but what hesceth the Farner 
do. 


Filius visus cof semper, et 
Filius operatus est semper, ex 
auctoritate Patri» et voluntnte ; 
quia Filius nihil a semetipso 
potest facere, nisi viderit Pa- 
trem facieniem. Ad. Praxes 
am, Sect, lh, 


Referring to John x. 30,“Z andl my Father ure one,” he 
thus explains this τόσου, in conformity with lis view of Christ's 


subordmation : — 

IIe (Christ) says ὁ one,” 
using a neuter term, which 
does not convey the idea of 
singleness (of person or of 
heing), but of unison, likeness, 
conjunction, the love of the 
Fatner to the Son, and the 
obedience of the Son to the 
Farrur’s will, 


Unum dieil, neutrali verho, 
quod non pertinet ad singn- 
luritatem, sed ad uuitatem, ad 
similitudinem, ad eonjunctio- 
nem, ad dileetionen Patris, 
qui Filiam diligit, et ad obse- 
quium Filii, qui volintati Pa- 
tris obsequitur. Ad. Prax. 
Sect. 22. 


Tertullian’s conviction of the sole supremacy of the Farare 
Axwionty ig properly shown in his application of the term 
God to him only, when the Son should at any time be men- 
lioned along with him; ihe Son mercly receiving the title of 
Lard, which is an inferior appellation. 


CH, 1.7 


Tle says: I do ποὺ abso- 
lutely say, that there are Gods 
and Lords, but I follow the 
Apostle ;* and if the ParHir 
and the Sox are to be named 
together, I call the Farirer 
Gop, and Jesus Christ Lord; 
though 1 can call Christ God 
when speaking of Admself alone, 
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Itaque deos omnino non di- 
cam, nec dominos; sed apo- 
stolum seqnar, ut si painter 
nominand: fuerint Pater οἱ 
Filius, Deum Patrem appel- 
lem, et Jesum Cliistum Do- 
minuin nommem, Solum au- 
tem Christum potero Deum 
dicere, &c. Ad. Prax. Sect, 
18, p. 007. 


[p. 85] ORIGEN, A. Ὁ. 230. 
Tle was a native of Egypt, and, hke Clement, presided over 


the catechetical school in Alexandria. 


Ile was one of the 


most distinguished theologians of his aye, whose writings have 
had no small reputation and influence. 


Ile says: We maintain, that 
the Saviour and the Loly 
Spirit are as much, or even 
more excelled by the Farrer 
than he (Christ) and the Holy 
Spirit excel other things, d&c. 5 
and he (Christ), though execel- 
ling such and such great things 
(viz. thrones, principalities, and 
powers), in essence, and office, 
and power, and godhend, is 
by no means to be compared 
with the FatHer. 

We may, by this means, 
solve the doubts of many men, 
who profess great piety, and 
who are afraid of making two 
gods; for we must tell them, 
that he who is God of himself, 
is Tire God, as even our Sav- 
jour affirms in his prayer to 
his Farucr, that they may 


--- ----.. -ὕ.-........΄.. ...... 


--- 


Φαμὲν τὸν σωτῆρα, καὶ τὸ 
πνεῦμα τὸ ἁγίον, ὑπερεχύμενον 
τοσοῦτον ἢ καὶ πλέον ἀπὸ τοῦ; 
πάτρας ὅσῳ ὑπερέχει αὔτος καὶ 
τὸ ἁγίον πνεῦμα τῶν λοιπὼν, οὗ 
τῶν τυχόντων. “ANN ὁμῶς τῶν 
τοσαῦτων καὶ τηλικοῦτων ὑπερέ- 
χὼν οὔσιᾳ, κιὶ πρεσβείᾳ, καὶ du- 
νάμει καὶ θειότητι, οὐ συγκρίνε.- 
ται Kar’ οὐδὲν τῷ mirp Com. 


Vol. IL. p. 218. 


Kal τὸ πύλλους φιλόδεους εἴ- 
vat εὐχομένους τιράσσον εὖλα- 
βουμένους δύο ἀναγορεύσαι θίους, 
Κι τὸ A ἐντεῦθεν λυέσδαι δύναται" 
λεκτέον γὰρ atrois ὅτι τότε μὲν 
αὕτοθεος ὁ Ocds ἐστὶ, διόπερ κιιὶ 
ὁ σωτὴρ φησὶν ἐν τῇ πρὸὺς τὸν 
πάτερα εὐχῆ" ἵνα γινώσκωσι σὲ 
τὸν μόνον ἀληθινὸν θέον" πᾶν δὲ 


--- ----- -ο-ὄ.ὃ... 


* 1 Cor vii 6’ Bul tous there 7s but Ove Gon, the Farurr, of (or 
fom) whom eve all things, and we ta him ; and One Lod (or Master), Tosua 
Chait, by whom ure all tings, and we by hum. 
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know Tus, 10 ONLY Trucs 
Gop; but that what-oever is 
God besides that self-earntent 
person, bemg divine by par- 
taking of dis divinity, cannot 
be styled Tu God, but sev- 
erally A God; among whom 
especially is the first born of 
all things (that is, Christ). 

If we would learn what 
prayer is, we must tahe care 
not to play to any creature ; 
no, nor even to Christ him- 
self, but to the Gop and 
Farr καὶ of the universe alone, 
to whom our Saviour hinpelf 
offered up his prayers.‘ 


FORRLST ON THE TRINILY. 


[cu 11. 


παρὰ τὸ αὕτοθεος μετοχῇ τῆς 
ἐκεῖνου θεύτητος θευποιυι μένον, 
οὐχ᾽ ὁ Θεὸς, αλλὰ Θεὸς κυρίωτε- 
pov ἂν eyoiro, ὧν παντῶς 6 πρω" 
τότοκος πάσης κτίσεως, ἅτε πρῶ- 
τὺς τῷ πρὸς τὸν θεὸν εἶναι, 


Conunent. Vol. LL. p, 47. 


᾿Ἐὰν δὲ ἀκούωμεν ὅτι πότε ἐστὶ 
προσεύχη, μήποτε olden τῶν γεν» 
νητὼν προσεύκτεον ἐστὶν, οὐδὲ 
», “-- Sed ὺ Μ᾿ & , “ 
οὔτῳ τῷ Χριστῷ ἀλλὰ μόιῳ τῷ 
Og τῶν ὅλων καὶ πάτρι, ᾧ καὶ 
Ε t 4 4 > ΄ 
αὕτος ὁ σωτὴρ ἡμῶν προσεύλετο 
ὡς πρόπαρεθεμεθα. De Otatio- 
ne, p. 48, 


[p. BG] Novatran, A.D. 251. 

Tle was a presbyter of Rome, and the founder of the sect 
of the Novatians. This sect, however, was not distinguished 
by any peculiar notions in theology. It differed only in re. 
fusing to those who had committed great aimes re-adaission 
to church communion. 

Novatian says: Theruleof Eadem regula veritati~ do- 
truth teaches us to believe, cet nos eredere post Patrom 
after the Faiurn, in the Son etiam in filium Dei, Christum 


---.-- eset 5“ ~~ 


ἃ Yet Origen, in another place, a/lows prayer to be addressed to Christ 
in an wferior sense, that is, if the supplicant can distinguish between 
what fs prayer properly (which must be paid to the Father), and what is 
80 only in 8 sconeiery light. 

He says: We ought τὰ send up all supplication, and pravor, and in- 
tereession, and thanksgiving, to the Surrimy Gop over all, tyoush our 
High-Pist, who 1s above all angels, even him who is the lame Woul 
and God Yet we may also offer up supplication, and intercession, aml 
thanksgiving, and prayer, to the Word Inmself, if we can distingursh E e- 
tween that which 1g prayer staidly and darcy, and that which by so sig- 
wretreely γιὰ obfeque Ty, 

, Πᾶσαν μὲν γὰρ δίησιν καὶ προσευχὴν καὶ ἔντευξιν καὶ εὐχαριστίαν 
ὄἄναπτεμπτίον τῷ ἐπὶ πᾶσι Θεῷ, διὰ τοῦ ἐπὶ πάντων ἀγγέλων ἀμχιερίωρι 
ἐμψύχου λάγου καὶ θέου. Δεησόμεθα δὲ τὰ αὗτου τοῦ λύγοηιις κα ὶ 
ais gl αὗτῳ, καὶ εὐχαριστήσομεν, καὶ προσευξύμεθα δὲν ἐὰν δύ- 
γμῶώμεθα xataxoucwy τὸ περὶ προσευχῆς Κυριολεξίας καὶ καταχρήσεωφ. 
νον ιν ΧΡ ΉΡΩΝΕ ee ae 


CH. I] 


of Gop, the Lord Jeens Christ, 
our (rod, yet the Son of Gon, 
of that Gop who is One and 
Axontr, the Manin oF ALL 
1HINGS. 

We (Christ) although he 
was in the furm of Gon, yet 
dul not attempt the robbery 
of being equal with Gon.* 
¥or though he knew that he 
was God, of (or fiom) Gop 
the Iarnin, he never com- 


SDVI-TRINITARIAN PLRIOD. 
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Jesum dominum, Deum nos- 
trum, sed Dei filium, hujns 
Dei qui et unus ef solus est, 
conditor ecilicet rerum omui- 
um. Cup. ix. p. 26. 

Vic e120, quamvis esset in 
forma Dui, non’ est rapinam 
atbitiatus aqualem se Deo 
esse. Quamvis cnim se ex 
Deo Patre Deum ese memi- 
nisset, nunquain se Deo Patri 
aut comparayit aut contulit; 


memor se esse ex suo Patre, 
et hoe ipsum quod est, habere 
se, quia Pater dedisset. Cap. 
xali. p. 84, 


pared hm-elf with Gop the 
Farine, [remembering that 
he was of the Fasive,] and 
that the Farin.r gave lum to 
be what he was. 


ARNOBIUS, A. Ὁ. 306. 

He taught rhetorie at Sicca, in Africa, and wrote several 
books on behalf of Christianity. 

110 says’ Then at lenoth Tum demum enfiserit Chris- 
the omnipotent and ΟΝ tum, Deus omnipotens, Deus 
Gop seut Christ. sulus Lib. IL. p. 57, 

[p22] Christ, A God, Dens inquam Christus, Dei 
speaking by the order of the principis jussione Joquens. 
principal Gon, Lib. LL. p. 50. 


LACTANTIUS, A. Ὁ. 806. 
Tle was the disciple of Arnobius, and one of the most οἷος 
quent Lutin writers of his age. 


* Toubtless Novatian alludes here to Philippians ii. 6, a verse which 
the common Enghsh Bible has not well translated: “ Who bemg on the 
fur m of God, thought tt not robbery te be equal with God” The vetse would 
be rendered with pre iter avearary and propriety, and more in accordance 
with the inte: metation of at least two other ancient authorities besides 
Novatian: * Who, aLinouam 7 the form of Cad, thought ἐξ not key ἙΤΟῊ 
to com ata par ty with God, but (on THE ΟΝ ΤΉ ΠῚ) made hems fof no 
septation, aud tuok upon him the form of a sernant? δια, so that he ob- 
tamed ArTLRWARDS Ingh power and honor fom God Almighty, the 
giver of every good and perfect gift. See on this verse Mr Belsham’s 
“Cahn Tnquny into the Suiptue Doctrine coucerumg the Peon of 
Chnst,” pp. 183 ~ 158, 
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Ile says: Tle (Christ) ap- 
proved his fidelity to Gov; 
for he iaughit that there is One 
Gop, and that he only is to be 
worshipped. Nor did he ever 
say that he himself was God. 
For he would not have pre- 
served his allegiance, if, being 
sent to tahe away a multipli- 
city of gods, and to preach one 
God, he had brought in an- 
other besides that one. This 
would not have been to be the 
herald of the Onn Gop, or to 
have been doing the will of 
him who sent him, but his 
own, separating himself from 
him whom he came to honor. 
Wherefore, because he was so 
faithful, because he assumed 
nothing to himself, that he 
might fulfil*the commands of 
him who sent him, he received 
the dignity of perpetual priesi, 
the honor of supreme King, 
the power of a judge, aud the 
title of God. 


THD ERINITY, [um τι. 

Ille vero exhibuit Deo fi- 
dem; doeuit emm quod unis 
Deus sit, eumque soluin coli 
opportere ; nee uAyuAN seipse 
Deum dixit; quia non serv as- 
set fidem, si missus, ut devs 
tolleret, et unum assereret, in- 
duceret alium, prefer unum. 
Ifoe erat, non de uno Deo 
facere praconium; nec jus, 
qui miserat, sed suum yropri- 
um negotium gerere; ac se 
ab ev, quem illusiratum ve- 
nerat, separare. Propterea, 
quia tam fidelis extitit, qnia 
sibi nihil prorsua assumsit, ut 
mandata mittentis impleret ; 
et sacerdotis perpetai dignita- 
tem, et regis summi honorem, 
et judicis potestatem, ct Dei 
nomen necepit, Lib. TV. Sect. 
14, p. 395. 


TLUSERIUS, A.D. 815, 
Tfe was born οὐ Caesarea in Palestine, and afterwards marle 


bishop of that city, Ile was 


present at most of the synods 


held in that part of the world, and was celebrated both asa 
theologian and an ecclesiastical historian. 


He says: The only begotten 
Son of Gon, and the first-born 
of every creature, teaches us 
to call his Farner the owiy 
Trur Gon, and commands us 
to worship Tint (the Fatitur) 
only. « 
if this makes them appre- 
hensive lest we should seem 


"Ort καὶ αὖτος ὁ μονογενὴς τοῦ 
Θέου καὶ πρωτότοκος τῶν ὅλων ἡ 
πάντων ἀρχὴ, τὸν αὕτου πάτερᾳ 
μόνον ἡγεῖσθαι θέον ἀληθῆ κα 
μόνον σέϑειν ἡμῖν παράκελευεται. 
es Lib, VIL cap 

Ὁ] 

Ei δὲ φόβαν αὗτοις ἐμποιεῖ, 
μήπη ἄρα δύο βέους ἀναγορεύειν 


CH. 11.} 


to introduce fio Gods; let 
them know, that though we 
do indeed acknowledge the 
Son to be God, yet there is 
(absolutely) but ΟΝ Gop; 
even ke who alone is without 
original, and unbegotten, who 
has his divinity properly of 
lim-elf, and is the eause even 
to the Son himself both of his 
being, and of his being such as 
he is; by whom the Sov him- 
self confesses that he hves: 
decluing expressly, I live by 
the Fatuvr. Whom the Sor 
himself teaches us to look 
upon as the ONLY TRUE GoD, 
and declares to be greater than 
himself, whom he also would 
have us all understand to be 
even his Gop. 
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δόξαι. ἐνιστωσαν, ds, τοῦ υἱοῦ 
πρὸς ἡμῶν ὁμολογοῦμενου θέου, 
εἷς ἂν γενοῖτο μόνος Θέίος, ἐκεῖνος 
ὁ μόνος ἄναμχος καὶ ἄγεννητορ, ὃ 
τὸν θεότητα οἰκεῖαν κεκτῆμενος. 
αὐτῷ τὲ τῷ vig τοῦ εἴμαι καὶ τοῦ 
τοιῷδε εἴναι γεγενὼς αἴτιος" δὲ 
ὃν καὶ atros ὁ υἱὸς ὁμολάγει Gv, 
[». 581 ἀντικρὺς λέγων 
καγὼ ζῶ διὰ τὸν πάτερα ὸν 
καὶ μόνον ἀληθινὸν Θ’ὸν ἡγεῖσθαι 
ἡμᾶς [ὁ vids] διδάσκει, μείζονα 
τὲ εἶναε ἑαυτοῦ ὁμολύγεε, ὃν 
καὶ θεὰν εἴναι ἑαυτοῦ πάντας ἡμᾶς 
εἴδεναι βούλεται, De Eccles, 
Theol. Lib. I. eap. 11. 


ATHANASIUS, A. D. 326. 


This man, who succeeded Alexander as Bishop of Alexan- 
dria, has already (Chap. L.) been noticed. THe was the leader 
of a party, whose doctrine approached nearer to completed 
Trinifarianism than that of any other before or during his 
time ; and his zeal for his opinions, and labor on their behalf, 


were unremitting. 


Yet even de makes a considerable difter- 
ence between the Sou of God and the Father. 


1 shall con- 


clude these extracts with the following quotations from his 


writings. 

Nesays: Gop tan Marcr 
AND Govnrnor of all things, 
who is fir above all being, and 
all that the mind of man can 
conveive, as being good and 
excellent above all things, 
made mankind after his own 
image, by his Word, even by 
our Lord Jesus Christ. 

For there is Onz Gop, and 


Ὃ μὲν γὰρ τοῦ πᾶντος δημι» 
ουργὸς καὶ παμβασιλεὺς Θεὸς, ὁ 
ὑπερεκεῖνα πασῆς οαὔσιας καὶ ἀν» 
θρώπινης ἐπίνοιας ὑπάρχων, ἅτε 
δὴ ἀγαθὸς καὶ ὑπερκαλλὸς ὧν, διὰ 
τοῦ ἴδιου λύγου, τοῦ σωτῆρος 
ἡμῶν Χριστοῦ, τὸ ἀνθρωπινὺν γέ- 
vos κατ ἴδιαν sixava πεποίηκε. 
Contia Gentes. 

Eis γὰρ Θεὸς ori, καὶ οὐκ 


28 rORREST ON 
there is none other but he. 
And when the Scripture saith, 
the Fatimur is the Oviy Gop, 
and that there is One Gop, 
and I am the first, and Iam 
the last, these things are well 
spoken: For he is the One 
Gop. and the onLY Ove, and 
the First. And yet these 
things do not destroy the di- 
vinity of the Son ; for he abo 
ip in that Ong, and ἘΠΕ, 
and ONLY Onn, as being the 
only Word, and Wisdom, and 
Liffulgence of him, who is the 
Onr, and the OnLy One, and 
the First. 

Tie whom we worship and 
preach, is the ONLY TRUS 
Gop, the Lord of all crea- 
tures, and jhe author of alt 
being; and who else is that, 
but the mo-t holy Fatuer of 
Christ, even he who is above 
all derivative being ? who, as 
an excellent governor, governs 
and preserves everything ev- 
erywhere, and dispose. and 
does everything after his own 
pleasure, by his own Wisdom, 
and his own Mord, even by 
our Lord Jesus Christ, 


TOE TRINITY. [Or 1. 


- [ἢ 
ἔστιν ἄλλος πλὴν αὐτοῦ" dre 
γοῦν μόνυς λέγεται 6 πατὴρ Ocos, 
καὶ ὅτι εἰς θεὸς ἔστι, τὲ τὸ ᾿Εγὼ 
πρῶτος καὶ ἐγὼ μετὰ ravru, κμλῶς 
λέγεται. Eis γὰρ Θεὸς καὶ Md- 

s ~ 4 A 4 
νος τὲ Πρῶτυς ἔστιν, Οὐκ εἰς 
ἀναίρεσιν δὲ rot υἱοῦ λέγεται" 

« J 
μὴ ycvoiro. Ἔστι γὰρ καὶ αὔτος 
ἐν τῷ "Em καὶ Πρῶτῳ καὶ Ming, 
ὡς τοῦ Ἕνος καὶ Μόνου καὶ Πρῶ- 

4 ? A é s , 4 
του kat μόνος λόγος τὲ συφία καὶ 
ἀπαύγασμιι ὦν. Orat. TLL Con- 
tra Arianos. 


Tov παρ᾽ ἡμῶν προσκυνοῦμενον 
καὶ κηρυττόμενον, τοῦτον μόνον 
εἶναι Θεὸν ἀληθῆ, τὸν καὶ rhs 
κτίσεως κυρίον, καὶ πασῆς ὕπου- 
στάσεως δημιουργόν, Τίς δὲ οὗ» 
ros, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ὁ πάναγιος τὲ ὑπερε- 
κεῖνα πασῆς γενήτης οὔσιας 6 τοῦ 
[p. 29] Χριστοῦ πιιτὴρ ; ὅστις 
Kabat ἄριστος κυβερνητὴς, τῇ 
ἴδιᾳ σοφίᾳ kul τῷ Bip λόγῳ τῷ 
κυρίῳ ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Ἀριστῷ τὰ 
πάνταχαυ κὔβερνᾳ σωτηριῶς καὶ 
διάκοσμει, καὶ ποιεῖ, ds ἂν αὕτῳ 
καλῶς ἔχειν δύόκηῃ, Id. ibid. 


The numerous passages which I have quoted,and the many 


similar which oceur in the writings of the Fathers of the secoutl 
and thinl centuries, cannol, it may he thought. have been un- 
observed by the Trinitarian student of antiquity. Tow, then, 
does he acconnt for them? In what way ean he explain that 
80 Many writers, in the first ages, have left distinct pronfs that 
they believed Christ (however high the place and louor they 
thought due to Lim) to have been still inferior to the one God, 
the Father Almighty? The answer given by some persons is 
little more than ao admission of the fact, viz. that the ancients 
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were yet imperfect in their theological knowledge, perfection 
being reserved for a later age. Thos * Mr. Jurieu,” says Dr. 
Jortin, “ whose zeal against heresy is well known, assures us, 
that the fandamental articles of Christianity were not under- 
stood by the Iathers of the three tirst centuries; that the true 
system began to be mordelled into some shape by the Nicene 
bishops, and wav afterwards tmmensely improved sunt berruti- 
fied by the following synods and conncils.’* To the same 
purpose is the confession of Bishop Bull, one of the mo-t 
learned and strenuous defenders of Triniturianism. THe say-, 
in way of apology, though indeed it is none, * that almost all 
the Catholic writers belore Aviny’s time seem not to have 
known anything of the invisibility and immensity of the Son 
of God; and that they often speak of him in such a manner, 
as if, even in respect of his divine nature, he was finite, risible, 
and cireumscribed in place.” T 


111, THIRD, OR TRINITARIAN PERIOD. 


It is not necessary that I should produec many quotations 
from the writers of this period, illustrative of the state of com- 
pleteness to which Trinitarianism at length arriyed. But ἃ 
few passages will be usefully contrasted with the preceding ex- 
tracts. The following evidence will show [p. 80] how much 
the opinions of theological writers altered towards the end of the 
fonrth century, and aflerwards. Whereas formerly it had 
heen the nniform custum ic call the Father the only trne 
God, it became now fashionable to say, that the Trinity was 
the one God.’ Thus Austin, speaking of the immeusity of the 
Divine nature, says: 

So is the Father, so is the Ita Pater, ita Filius, ita Spi- 
fon, so is the Toly Spirit,s0 ritus sanctus, ita Trinitas, unns 
is the Trinity, one Goo. Deus. Opera, Vol. IL. p. 274. 


Ce nameliemmanned 


Ἃ Jurieu, as quoted Ly Dr. Jortin. Vol. IT. p 29. 

Ὁ Bishop Bull, as quoted in Ben Merderai’s Apalogy, Letter Τ, p. 30. 
Ter, Jamieson of Edinburgh wrote two volumes, entitled “A Vindication 
of the Deity of Christ, in Reply to Dr. Priestley’s History οὔ Baily Opin- 
ions’; jut no notice has been taken in those volumes of’ ἢ ver ¥ important 
rhupter in Dr Priestley’s work, viz, Chap. ἘΝ, of Bool, TL, wherem b0 
many proofs are given of the faith of antiquity concerning the infeurority 
of Christ to Gad the Bather. J must snppase, from this omission, that 
Dr. Jamic-on was convinced of his wanr vf power lo answer the suong 
evidence which Dr, Priestley had arranged. 

1 Pricotley’s Hist. of wear τ Opiuiens, Vol. IL, p. 339, 
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And explaining the saying of our Saviour, “ There is none 


good but oue, 

It is not said, that there is 
none good but the Father, but 
ihere is none good but God. 
By the term Father is meant 
the Father, but by the term 
God is meant the Fatur, 
Son, and Lory Spirit; for 
the ΤΕΙΝΙΤΥ is the One Gop. 

Tn another place he says: 
The Trinrty is one, and of 
the same nature, not less in 
each than in all, nor greater in 
all than in each; as gicat in 
ihe Father only, or in the Son 
only, as in the Father and the 
Son together; and as great in 
the [oly Spirit alone, as in the 
Father, Son, and ΠΟΙ Spirit. 


Similar language to this is 


thatis God,” he thus writes: — 


Non ait nemo bonus nisi 
solus Pater, sed nemo bonns 
nist sulus Deus ; in patiis enim 
nomine, ipse per se Pater pro- 
nunciatur, in Dei ve1o et ipse, 
et Filius, et Spiritus sanctus, 
quia Trinitas unns Dius. De 
Trinitate, Lib. V. cap. 8. 

Tee Trinitas una est ejus- 
demque nature atque substan- 
tic, non minor in sinenlis, 
quam in omnibus: nec major 
in omnilus, quam in singulis, 
sed tanta in solo Patre vel in 
solo Filio, quanta in Patre 
simul et Filio, et tanta in solo 
Spiritu sancto, quanta simul in 
Patre et Filio et ρα πὶ sane- 
to. Op. Vol. TL p. 31. 
made use of by varius other 


writers of the fourth and fifth centuries. 


The Son, says Basil, is all 
that the Father is. 

By raintaining, says Greg- 
ory Naziangen, any of the three 
persons to be inferior to the 
other, wo overturn the whole 
(Trinity). 

Jaome says, That since 
Christ is the power of Gad, 
and the wistlom of God, he 
contains wif the Father's per- 
fuctions. 


Πάντα ὧν ὅσα ἐστὶν 6 πάτηρ, 
De Fide. Op. Vol. 1. p. 40, 

Kal 6, τί ἂν τῶν τρίων κάτω 
θωμὲν, τὸ πᾶν κάθιιρειν νομίζομεν. 
Or, 20. Opera, p. 2) 8 


Cum enim Christus Dei vir- 
tus sit, Deique sapientia, om- 


nes In ke virtutes continet 
Pairis. In Esaiam, Lib, NIL 


Op. Vol. IV. Ὁ, 110. 


Chrysostom prefers the Father to the Sun, only because 116 
precedes him in the order of thought. 


I name the Father first, not 
because he holds a privrity in 
rank, but only in thouglit, be- 
ing the parout of the only be- 
gotten; the root of the holy 
fruit. 


Λέγω Tldrepa πρῶτον, ob τῇ 
τάξει [p. BL] πρῶτον, ἀλλα τῇ 
vara, ἐπειδὴ γεννητὸιρ τοῦ μῆνα" 
yevots, ἐπειδὴ ἡ ῥιζα τοῦ dou 


κάρπου, Opera, Vol. VI. γ. 
84, 


cr. 11. 


There is no difference, says 
Theodoret, between the Is- 
rAon, the Son, and the Serr- 
iT, either in nature or in will, 
but only in generating, and 
being generated, in emitting, 
and proceeding. 


Tfany one, says Pope Dama- 
sns, docs not »ay, that the Fa- 
αι, SOs, aud Sein have 
one Godhead, power, dominion, 
glory, and authority, one hing- 
dom, one will, and one truth, 
let him be anathema. 


The distinct and bold tone 
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A. Οὐκ ἔστιν οὖν Si upopa 
Tldrpos καὶ Υἱοῦ, καὶ ἁγιου Tycd- 
ματος; Ὁ Ἔν τῇ φύσει οὔ" ἐν 
τῷ θελήματι οὔ" εν τῷ γεννᾷν 
καὶ γεννᾶσθαι, καὶ ἔκπεμπειν, καὶ 
ἐκπορεύεσθαι, ναί, Dial. acy. 
Aromwos. Opera, Vel. V. p, 
275. 

El τις μὴ εἴπῃ τοῦ ΤΙάτρος, καὶ 
τοῦ Ὑἱοῦ, καὶ τοῦ ἅγιου Πνεῦμα- 
ros, μίαν θεύτητα, ἔξουσιαιν, dv- 
ναστείαν μίαν, δόξαν, κυρίοτητα 
μίαν, βισιλείαν μίαν, θέλησιν, 
καὶ ἀληθείαν, ἀναθήμα ἐστώ. 
Theodoreti Iist. Lib. V. p. 
211.’ 
of these passages sufficiently 


indicates the degree of perfection to which the doetrine of 
three disine persons in the Godhead ultimately arrived. The 
reader, after what I have written in this and the preceding 
chapter, will be prepared to judge, whether it was net after the 
lapse of several centuries, and by a gradual change of opinion, 
that Trinitarianisn was completed. 


"--π-τὕὕὕὕ.ὄ.ὕ.ὄ-. 


Seemed 


* Sce Nr Privstley’s Mist, of Ealy Opnuons, Vol. 11 Book I. Ch 
X. Sect. I p. 839, οὐ sey, 
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Or tun Opposriion Water WAS MApr, AT Dirrrrcnt Timrs, 
TO ἀν INiRODUCLLON AND SvRLAD OF TRINITARLANISM, 


Tr will naturally he supposed, that so important a change as 
has been pomted out could not have taken place without meet 
ing with resistance frou meray, if not the muss, of the people. 
Yet the proof whieh we lave of such resistance is not so full 
as were to be wished, because the works of those men who 
were called upon to defend the strict unity of God in the early 
eenturies have been lost, or purposely destroyed by their appo- 
nents, Stitl we can collect evidence, even from the writmes 
of those opponents, ta show that fhe progress from Unitarian- 
ism to Trinitarianism was a work of labor, difficulty, and 
contention. 

[p. 2] The doctrine of the pre-existence and deity of Jesus 
Christ was probably not very old in the time of Justin Martyr, 
an author whom Thave already stated (p.18) to have been con- 
sidered by Mr. Lind.ey and Dr. Priestley as the earliest writer 
in whose works any trace of it is to be found. That this 
Father was aware of the diffeulty of his position, as the adlvo- 
rate of a new and coniested opinion, when he taught Chirist's 
Deity, will be evident from the following passage, which ovcurs 
in his dialoere with the Jew Trypho:— 

Tle says, speaking of our = Οὐκ ἀπύλλυται τὸ τοιοῦτον εἴς 


Saviour: It will not follow 
that he is not the Christ, 
thongh I should not be anim 
TO PROVE that he pre-cxizted 
as God, the Sen of him that 
made all things, and that he 
beeame a man by the Virgin 
It being alwogeiher certain, 


vat Ἀρίστον τοῦ; Θεοῦ ἐὶν ἀπόδει" 
ξαι μὴ δυνώμαι ὅτι, καὶ προῦπηρ- 
χεν, υἱὸς τοῦ πτοιητοῦ τῶν ὅλων 
θεὸς ὧν, καὶ γεγένηται ἄνθωπος 
διὰ τῆς πάρθενου, “Adda ἐκ 
πάντος ἀπηδεικνυμένου ὅτι obras 
ἐστὶν 6 Ἃ γέστος 6 τοῦ Gent, ὅστις 
οὗτος ἔσται, ἐὰμ δὲ μὴ ἀποδεικνύῳ 


on. 311] 


that he is the Christ of God, 
whoever lie was, though I 
should not prove that he pre- 
existe, becoming (afterwards) 
a man of hke sufferings with 
oursely es, having flesh aceoid- 
ing to the Fathers will; it 
will be right 10 say, that in this 
only I have been MisraKiy, 
and not that he is not the 
Christ, though he shonld ap- 
pear to be aman, born of men. 
For there are those of our race 
who acknowledge him to be 
Christ, but say that he was a 
man, born of men. With these 
I do not agree, nor should Ido 
60, though τ ΒΕ so MANY hold- 
ing this opinion should urge it 
on me; because we are eom- 
manded by Christ himself nor 
ΤῸ OBEY THE TCACHINGS OF 
MON, but what was taught by 
the holy prophets and himself. 
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ὅτε προύπηρχε καὶ γεννηθῆναι dy 
θρωπος ὁμοιοπαθης ἡμῖν, σάμκα 
ἔχων, κατὰ τὴν τοῦ ἸΠώτρος βού- 
Any, ὑπεμείνεν, ἐν τουτῷ πεπλα- 
νῆσθαι μὲ μόνον Χέγειν δικαίον, 
ἀλλὰ μὴ ἀρνεῖσθ τι ὅτι οὗτας ἐστὶν 
ὁ Χρίστος, ἐὰν φαίνητια ὡς ἄν- 
θρωπος ἐξ ἀνθμώπων γεννηθιὶς, 
καὶ ἐκλογῇ γενομένος εἰς τὸν 
Χρίστον εἴναι ἀποδεικνυηται. Kad 
γὰρ εἴσι τινὲς, ᾧ φίλοι, ἔλεγον, 
ἀπὸ τοῦ ἡμέτερου γενοῦς ὅμολο- 
γοῦντες αὐτὸν Χρίστον εἶναι, ἂν- 
θρωπον δὲ ἐξ ἀνθρώ των γενύμενον 
drop uvipevn. Οἷς οὐ σύντιθε- 
pai, οὐδ᾽ ἂν πλεῖστοι ravra pod 
δοξάσαντες εἴππιεν, ἐπειδὴ οὐκ 
ἀνθρωπείοις διδάγμασι κεκελεύσ- 
μεθα ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ τοῦ Χριστοῦ πεῖ- 
θεσθαι, ἀλλὰ τοῖς διὰ τῶν paka- 
ρίων προφητῶν κηδύχθεισι καὶ 
δ αὐτοῦ διδάχθεισι. Dial. p. 
208, 


Two things are worlhy of notice in this extract, as showing 


how much Justin Martyr felt the diffienlty of his situation as 
the teacher of a new and contested doctrine. 1. 110 is not 
certain of his ability to prove his doctrine to the patisfaction 
of his opponent. Ji is true, indeed, that that opponent was 
not a Christian, but a Jew , but this does not materially alter 
the ease; for Justin did not question his ability to convince 
the Jew that Jesus was the Afessiah or Christ; alter which, 
of course, no room could have been Ieft hin to doubt of satis- 
fying Lim converning Chri-t’s [p. 33] deity also, had it not 
been that he had less confidence in that doctrine, as one that 

a4 new, and not sufficiently established. “ Hari] not follow,” 
snys he, “that he is not the Christ, though I should not be ABL® 
τὸ Provan thet he pre-existed as God, the Son of him that made 
all things, and that he beeame a man by the Virgin. It being 
altagether certain that he is the Christ of God, whoever he was, 
though I should not prove that he pre-existed, §e.; tt will be 
right to say, that in this only I have been Mistaxen, and not 
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that he ἐξ not the Christ, though he should appear to be a man, 
born of men.” 3. The manner im which Justin speaks of 
his situation in connection with the Uuitanans of his age is 
such a3 ean only be explained on the supposition that 
these Unitarians were a large and powerful party; and 
yet Justin did not probably refer to all classes of Unita- 
nians, but to those only who did not receive the doctrine 
of Chriss miraculous conception, being a portion of the 
whole body. “ For there ure those,” he continues, “ of our 
vace, who aclnowledge hine to be Chii'st, but suy that he was a 
mun, born of mer With these I dy not uyree; nor should I 
dv so, thouyh vim 80 Many holiling this opinion should 
urge ἐξ on me; because we are conunanted by Christ himself 
NOP TO OBRY TIM TEACHINGS OF MLN, but what was tanyht 
by the holy prophets and himself.” "This is the language of 
aman not very confident in the strength of his party, labor- 
ing under fear from his opponents, and determined, there- 
fore, to shield himself, when surrounded by persons of a 
different faith, with the reflection, that his opinions were, as 
ἦε thought, in accordance with the instructions of Jusus 
Christ, 5 

The contest between the advocates for a Trinity of persons 
in the Godhead and the niass of common Christians who op- 
posed that scheme, appears to have been very keen about the 
end of the second ceutury, as will be evident trom the follow- 
ing quotation trom Tertullian, It is extracted from @ contru- 
versial work, which Tertullian wrote against Praxens, who was 
the popular advocate for the Unity of God at that period, 
thongh his views were not, perliaps, altogether so simple as 
those of apostolival antiyuity.* It is only necessary to he 
premised, for the right understanding of the pa»»age, that the 
term © monarehy,” which occurs in it, was the watchword of 
the Unitarian party, against whom Tertullian wrote; while 
the term * eronomy” was used by Tertullian and his friends to 
denote their distribution of the Godhead into three distinet 
persons, or, in other words, the dovtrine of the Trinity, such as 
it then stood, 

The simple, says Tertullian, | Simplices enim quippe, ne 
{not to call them ignorantand dixerim imprudentes ct idiot, 
unlearned) who are always the quae major semper credentium 


ee -- «-Ο---.-..... 


----παν σῦν 


* For an account of Praxeas, see page 47, 


CM. IT. J OPPOSITION TO 
GREAIDR PART OF BrLIry- 
ERs, since the Rule of faith 
itvelf transfers them from the 
many gous of the heathen to 
the One True God, not under- 
standing that the One God is 
indecd1 to be believed, but with 
his own Economy (that is, 
his distribution into three 
persons), are startled at the 
Econour. They presume 
that the number and ar- 
rangement of a Trinity is a 
division of the Unity. They, 
therefore, hold out that ftiwo 
and even ¢hree Gods are taught 
by us; assuming that they are 
the worshippers of One God. 
We, they say, (speaking con- 
cerning themselves,) hold the 
Mowarciy. Even the Latin 
clowns shout so loudly for the 
Movineny, that you would 
suppose that they understood 
it as well as they pronounce it. 
But the Latins do learn to 
shout for the Mowanrcny; 
and even the Greeks them- 
selves idl nof understand the 
Economy. 


TRINIT ARIANISM. 85 
Pars est, quoniam et ipsa regula 
fidei_a plumbus dis [p. 84] 
seculi, ad unieum et Deum 
yerum transfert; non intelli. 
gentes unicum quidem, sed 
cuM sua OCONOMEL ese cre- 
dendum, eapaveseunt ad «aco- 
nomian. Numeium et dis- 
positionem Trinitatis divisio- 
nem presumunt Unitatis; Lia- 
que duos et tres jam jactitant 
a nobis preedicari, se vero unius 
Dei cultores prasumunt. 
Monarchiam, inquiunt, tenc- 
mus; et ila sonuin voceiliter 
exprimunt etiam Latini, etiam 
opiei, ut putes illos tam bene 
intelligere Monarchiam, quam 
enunciant. Sed Monarchiam 
sonare student Latini, ceeono- 
mia intelligere nelunt etiam 
Ceci, Adversus Praxeam, 
Sect. 3, p. 502, 


Tt is evident from this extract that Tertullian considered the 


GREATLR PART OF BrLinvers in his time to have been un- 
willmg to reevive the Trinitarian faith, which he and his party 
were endeavoring to establish, Being “ simple” persons, and, 
it may be, “fynorant and wilearned,” they were not ready 
enough to accede to a foreign and inventive philosophy, which 
was the true character of Trinitarinnism, as will be proved in 
another place (Chap. V.) “ We, they say, hold the Mow snony. 
Even the Latin clowns shout so loudly for the Mon sncuy, that 
you would suppose that they understood it us well as they pro- 
nounce it, ut the Latins do learn to shout for the Mon- 
Anciy; dad even the Greeks themselves will not understand 
the Economy.” 
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The importance of this testimony has occasioned attempts 
on the part of modern Trinitarian, to weaken its force by 
explanation; but without success, Dr, Horley, afterwards 
Bishop of St. Asaph, gave, m his controversy with Dr. Priest 
ley, a miserable exposition (of a part of the passage), which 
served only to show how much auxicty he felt to invalidate 
evidence whieh spoke strongly against his canse. This expo- 
sition is subjoined below.! 

[p- 851 Not very many years elapsed from the time of Ter- 
tullian’s contest with Praseas till the period in which Origen 
flourished (about A. D. 230). Now, this Father has left positive 
testimony of lis experience of the difficulty with which the doe- 
trine of Christ’s Deity was promoted in his time among the inass 
of common Christians. Le has informed us that the great body 
of reputed believers, in his age, knew only Chrisé ὦ urified, 
while they were ignorant of him as the Word of God, who was 
in the beginning with God τ} s0 that it became necessary to 
inculvate such topics as Christ’s Divinity, ὅσοις only on those 
who showed symptoms of desire for lufty objects of belief. 
This will be proved by the following quotations. 


Origen eays: There are 
who partake of the Word 
which was from the begin- 
ning, the Word that was with 
God, and the Word that was 
God, as Llosea, Isaiah, aud 
Jeremiah, and any others who 
speak of him as the Word of 
God, de. But there are oth- 
ers who know nothing but 
dest= Cluiist, and him στὰς 


Οὕτω τοίνυν of μὲν τίνες perds 
χουσιν αὐτοῦ τοῦ ἐν ἀρχῇ λόγου, 
καὶ πρὸς τὸν Θέον λόγου, Kuh 
Θεοῦ λόγου, ὡσπὲρ “Ὥσης, καὶ 
"Hoatus, καὶ lepepics, καὶ εἶ τὲς 
érepos τοιυῦτον ἑινυυιὸν πορέστηιεν 
ὡς τὸν λόγον Ἰζυρίου, ἢ τὸν λόγον 
γενέσθαι πρὸς αὐτόν, ἕτεροι δὲ 
οἱ μηδὲν εἴδωτες εἰ μὴ ᾿Ιησοῦν 
Χριστὸν κιὰ ταῦτον ἐστιυμῶμενων, 
τὸν γένομενον σάρκα Ἀύγον, τὸ 


“πος 


* © Sume simple people take alarm at the notion ofa plualitv of per- 


sons in the unity of the Godhead, 


Simple peaple, say 1 


ἃ shonld have 


sal, ignorant and dull, &e. When it is considered that persons af mean 
endowments must always be the majoity of a hady, collected, as the 
Church 15, from all ranks of men, it were no wonder if the followers of the 
Unitarian preachers were more numerous than they really are” Dr. 
Torley’s Tiners, ed 1812, p 196. 

t The “ Word of God.” mentioned in John 1. 1, is here assnmed hy 
Origen, ἂς it ts in several other extracts in this work. to mean the pre- 
existent Son of God, being the ordinary Trinitarian interpretation. But 
the incorrectness of this view will be shown in Chapter TV, 


On. πτ] 


fied, the Word that was made 
flesh, thinking that they have 
everything of the Word, when 
they achnowlelye Christ ae- 
cording to the flesh. Such is 
the muLtitupe of those who 
are considered to be believers. 

Again he says: The mune 
TITUDLS of reputed believers 
are instructed im the shudow 
of the Word, and not in the 
true Word of God, which is in 
the open heaven. 

Still further, Omgen says: 
This we ought to understand, 
that as the Law was a shadow 
of good things to come, &c., so 
is the Gospel but a sheulow of 
Christ’s my>-teries to all begin- 
ners. But that which John 
ealls the everlasting Cospel, 
and which may be more prop- 
erly called the spirttucl, in- 
structs the more intelligent 
very clearly concerning the 
Son of God. Wherefore the 
doctrine of Christ must be 
tanght both eorporeally and 
spirituclly ; and when it 1s ne- 
epssary, we must preach the 
evrporeul Gospel, saying to the 
earnal that we KNOW ΝῸ ΓΠ- 
ING BUT Jesus Curist, anp 
ἘΠῚ ΘΗ, But when 
persons are found contirmed in 
the spirit, bringing forth fruit 
in it, and in love with heaven- 
ly wisdom, we must impart to 
them the Word retarned from 
his bodily state, to that state 
(of glory) in which he was in 
the beginning with God. 
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πᾶν νομιζόντες εἴναι τοῦ λόγου 
Χριστον κατὰ σάρκα μόνον γινώ- 
σκουσι “ τοῦτο δὲ ἐστὶ τὸ πλῆθος 
τῶν πεπιστευκέναι νομιζόμενων. 
Conment. in Jobau. Vol. IL 
Ρ. 49. 


Ta δὲ πληθὴ τῶν πεπιστευκέ- 
ναι νομιζόμενων τῇ σκιᾷ rod λό» 
you, καὶ οὔχε τῷ ἀληθίῳ λόγῳ 
Θεοῦ ἐν τῷ ἀνεώγοτι οὐρανῷ τυγ'" 
xavovre, μαθητευέται. Lbul., Vol. 
II. p. 52. 

Kat τοῦτο δὲ εἴδεναι ἐχρὴν, ὅτε 
ὡσπὲρ ἔστι νόμος σκίαν πάρεχων 
τῶν μελλόντων ἄγαθων, ὑπὸ τοῦ 
κατ ἀληθείαν κινυγταγγελλομένου 
νόμου δηλούμενων. obra καὶ εὖαγ" 
γέλιον σκιὰν μυστήριων Χρίστου 
δίδασκει, τὸ νομιζόμενον ὑπὸ γτάν- 
τῶν τῶν ἐντυγχ ινύντων νοεῖσθαι, 
[μ. 86 δὲ φησὶν Ἰωάννης 
εὐωγγέλιον αἰώνιον, οἰκειῶς ἀν 
λεχθήσομενον πνευματικὸν, σαφῶς 
παριστήσε τοῖς νοοῦσε τὰ πάντα 
ἐνώπιον περὶ υἱοῦ τοῦ (Θεοῦ. --- 
Διοπὲρ dowry ἴον πνευματικῶς καὶ 
σωματικῶς χριστιανίζειν" καὶ 
ὅπον μὲν χρὴ τὸ σωμάτικον Khe 
ρυσσειν εὐαγγέλιον, φάσκοντα 
μηδὲν εἴδεναι τοῖς σάρκικοις ἢ 
Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν Kit τοῦτον ἐσταῦυ- 
ρῶμενον, τοῦτον ποιῆτεον" ἐπὰν 
δὲ εὑρεθῶσι κατηρτί "μενοι τῷ 
πνεύματι, καὶ καρποφυμροῦντες ἐν 
αὐτῷ, ἐρῶντες τοῦ οὐρανίου oo- 
φίας, μεταδοτέον αὐτοῖς τοῦ λόγου, 
émaveh@ovras drt τοῦ σεσαρκὼ- 
σθαι, ἐφ᾽ & ἣν ἐν ἀρχῇ πρὸς τὸν 


@éov. Ibid. Vol. LL p. 9, 
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We learn, from the first two of these extracts, the nuncrical 
importance of thove who were strangers to the deity of Christ in 
the time of Origen. They were the “ MULTITUDE of those who” 
were “considered to be believers,’ and “the MULTITUDES of 
reputed belicvers”; evidently to be reckoned a large amount of 
people. For the terms here employed, though ineapable of 
giving us a prec?se ides of the number of prrsons referred to, 
are unquestionably in favor of the notion of a most extensive 
though indefinite mass. 

We asecrtain, from the third quotation, the evasive scheme 
to which Origen was obliged to have recourse in instructing 
his scholars, in consequence of their dislike to the notion of 
the deity of Christ; from which cireumstance we derive addi- 
tional proof, that this dovtrine was but imperfectly acknowl- 
ellged at that period. “ Zhe doctrine of Christ,” he says, 
“must be taught both corporcally and spiritually; and when 
at 1s necesseury, we must preach the eorporedl Gospel, saying 
to the carnal thut we KNOW NOTHING BUT Jesus Curis, 
AND tw oRUcIFIED Buf when persons are found con- 
firmed in the Spirit, bringing forth fruit tn it, and in fove 
with Reaverly wisdum, we must impart te them the Word 
returned fram his bodily stute, to thet state (of glory) in which 
he was wm the beginning with God.” Some people may seve 
no more in this method than an innocent accommodation 
to the weakness of learners, who should be brought gradn- 
ally from the simpler te the more sublime topies of religion, 
But, on the other hand, I think that truth, though it ought 
to be explained by degrees, does not require a studied ean 
cecbnent ov denial, like that of Origen, in limiting at first lis 
confession concerning Christ to what concerned his homan 
nature, when he beheved much more on the subject of his 
divinity, Ts not, therefore, the conduet of Origen to be attrib- 
uted [p. 37] to the falsity of the views which he was pro- 
moting? Was not his plan at variance with Apostolical 
example? And does it uot show, in confirmation of the evi- 
dence of the two preceding passages, that a strong opposition 
prevailed on the part of many per-ons in his time to that mys 
terious ant difficult system, whieh he and other subtle theolo- 
gians were endeavoring to instil into the niinds of their fellow- 
Christians ? 

Tt appears from a confession of Athanasiny, that the number 
of opponcnis to ‘Trinitariauism was great, even so late as the 


ut. | OPPOSITION TO TRINITARLANISIM. 39 


aning of the fourth century. The following quotation, to 
effect, is taken from a work of Athanasius, written against 
ἱ of Samo-ata, Bishop of Antiovh, who had ably promoted 


arianism, supported hy many follower, and attended with 
ἃ reputation, between the middle and the end of the thérd 


ary.! 
e says: It grieves those 
stand up for the holy 
, that the MULTITUDE, 
especially persons of low 
‘mstanding, should be in- 
dl with these  Dblasplie- 
. (meaning the Unitarian 
rincs of Panl of Saimno- 
). Things that are sub- 
and difficult are not to 
wpprehended, except by 
tin God ; and persons who 
weak in knowledge must 
if they cannoi be per- 
led to rest in fuith, and to 


Αὕπει δὲ καὶ νῦν τοὺς dvreyae 
pévavs τῆς ἁγίας moréws, ἡ περὶ 
τῶν αὐτῶν βλασφημίων βλάώχτων- 
σα, τοὺς πόλλους μάλιστα τοὺς 
ἠλαττώμενους περὶ τὴν σύνεσιν 
Τὰ γὰρ μεγάλα καὶ δυσκατάληπτα 
τῶν πραγματῶν πίστει τῇ πρὸς 
τὸν Θεὸν λαμβάνεται. "Ὅθεν οἱ 
wep. τὴν γνῶσιν ἀδυνατοῦντες 
ἀποπίπτουτιν, εἰ μὴ πείσθειεν 
ἐμμένειν τῇ πίστει καὶ Tas περι- 
épyous ζήτησεις ἐκτρεπέσθαι. Do 
Incarnatione Verbi contra 
Paulum Samosatensem. Op- 
era, Vol. 1. p. 591. 


d curious questions. On 
Incarnation of the Word ; 
‘nst Paul of’ Sumosate. 
Ὁ the evidence which 1 have now adduced, I would add 
that many occasional expressions occur in the works of 
polemical divines of the third and fourth centuries, which, 
ke manner with the extracts already given, bear witness 
1@ @xistence of opposition to the doctrine of the deity of 
ist, such as the following instanves. “We may, by this 
ns,” says Origen, “solve the doubts of many men who 
ess great piety, and who are afraid of making two Gods,” 
| Because it is probable that .ome will be offended with 
saying that, though the Father is declared to be the only 
God, there are other Gods besides him partaking of his 
nity.” t Novatian speaks of the Unitarians of [p. 88] his 


--“--ὔἰἰςὐ στ-τῶΡΗἪνΗν ree --ὦἜὉ---Ὅν- 


Por an secount of Paul of Samosata, see page 48, 

Καὶ τὸ πύλλους φιλόθεους εἴναι εὐχομένους τάρασσον εὐλαβου- 
us δύα ἀναγορεύσαι θέους, x. τ. ἃ. ἐντεῦθεν λυΐσθαι δύναται. 
ment. Vol 1} p 47, 

᾿Αλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ εἰκὸς προσκόψειν τινᾶς τοῖς εἰρημένοις, dvds μὲν ἀλήθι- 
Θεοῦ τοῦ πάτρυς ἀπεγγελλομένου παρὰ δὲ τὸν ἀλήθινον Θεὸν θεῶν 
ὄνων τῇ μετόχῃ ταῦ Θεοῦ γινομένων. Id ἐμᾷ, 
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time as “ seceendiulized at the doctrine of Christ’s deity.”* Eu. 
sebius, in his controversy with Mareellus,t ΩΣ “Tf this 
makes them apprehensive lest we should seem to introduce two 
Gods, let them know, that though we do indeed acknowledge 
the Son to be God, yet there is (absolutely) but one God,” 
&et “Some, for fear of introducing a second God, make the 
Father and the Son the same.”§ “ Marcellus, for fear of say- 
ing that there are two Gods, denies the Son to bea separate 
person.” | When we find such expressions as these occurring, 
and perceive a constant zeal im the innovating party to recone 
cile together the doctrine of Christ's deity and the belief of 
one God, to the satisfaction of opponents, we cannot doubt that 
a strong feeling prevailed among inasces of Christians in favor 
of Unitarianism in the third and fourth centuries. And the 
inquiring student will discover that this feeling continued to 
exist till even a much later period, by consulting Dr. Priest- 
ley’s History of Early Opinions concerning Christ. Vol. IIL 
Book iii. Chap. xvi. 

It is remarkable, that for a long time the principal point of 
discussion between the ‘Trinitarian party and their opponents 


Sateen’ 


* Set quia obluctantes adversns veritatem semper heretici sincera 
trailitionis, et catholicvs fidei controversium solent trahere, seandalizati 
in Chnstam quod etiam Deus ct per seripturas adseratur, οὐ a nobis hoc 
esse eredatur, ὅθ, Cap, 30,p 115. 

t See page 49, for an account of Marcellus. , 

6 Εἰ δὲ φόβον αὕτοις ἐμποιεῖ, μήπη dpu δύο θέους ἀναγορεύειν δόξαι" 
ἐνίστωσαν, ὧς, τοῦ υἱοῦ πρὸς ἡμῶν ὁμολογουμένου θεοῦ, εἷς ἂν yevotro 
μόνος Θέυς. Tea Eccles. Theol Lib, L cap. 11. 

ὁ Οἱ δὲ, φοβῷᾷ rod δύκειν δεύτερον εἰσηγεῖσθαι Gedy, τὸν αὐτὸν εἴναι 
πατέρα καὶ υἱὸν ὁρισάμενοι. Ἰριῆ., cap. 8, p 62 

| Ὁ μὲν yap, δεεῖ τοῦ μὴ δύο δεοῦς εἰτεῖν, τὴν ἀρνῆσιν τοῦ υἱοῦ 
πραυβάλλετος τὴν ὑπαστάσιν ἀθέτων αὐτοῦ Ibid, cap. 10, p 69. 

Ἵ While here referring τὸ Dr Priestley, I may state, once tor all, how 
far T have been dependent on his authority in the drawing up of parts of 
this pamphlet. Iam indebted to Dr P for nearly all the extracts from 
ancient wiiters which are addaced in this compilation, which extracts ἢ 
have transcribed from the “ History of Karly Opinions,” refi ring to those 
editions of the works fiom which Dr. Priestley took them. But I have 
not employed Dr. Priestley’s transiuttons always, and without alteration ; 
nor have I mvariably drawn from those premises whieh he establishes 
sn y hold vonclusions. Ar wherever I have come to a deeisiuit as to 
what view I should sttpport, my judement has been the resnit of a com- 
parison of all the historical testimonies within my reach; of a careful 
attention to each of the quotations, and to their mutual connection and 
coherence , of an examination, in some cases of the original authurities; 
and of a deliberate stady of the writings of Dr. Ptissticy’s principal 
opponents. 
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was the alleged deity of Christ, without particular reference to 
the ΠΟΙ Spirit; notwithstanding that the Spirit’s claims, as a 
necessary though subordinate part of a Trimty, were asserted 
m some measure, and also opposed, in the time of [p. 89] 
Tertullian, as the controversy between him and Praxeas has 
already shown. This important circumstance, viz. the com- 
parative neglect of the Loly Spirit till a late period, comes 
very strikingly under our observation, by means of such 
allusions as those which I last quoted from ancient writ- 
ers. ‘These bring to our view the frequent fears which were 
entertained about the introduction not so much of firee Gods 
as of two Gods, not so much of a third God as of a second God, 
in allusion to the supposed deity of the Son. It is necessary, 
therefore, that we should come down in our pursuit of ecclesi- 
astical history to the fourth century, in order to meet with 
keen and angry discussion on the question of the supreme 
deity of the Holy Spirit. 

We then find Basil grievously lamenting the resistance 
which he encountered in ascribing glory to the Holy Spirit.in 
connection with the Father and the Son. He complains of his 
being made the object of perseention on account of this, and 
that persons were constantly teasing him with questions about 
the Holy Spirit, not with any view to information, but that, if 
his answers should not please them, they might have a handle 
to make war against him.* 116 represents the zeal of his op- 
ponents in a very strong light, “ They would sooner,” he says, 
* cnt out their tongues than utter this expression (viz. Glory 
to the Holy Spint). This is the cause of the most violeut and 
interminable war with us, They say that glory is to be given 
to God ὧν the Holy Spirit, not to the Spirit; and they obsti- 
nately adhere to this language as expressive of a low opinion 
concerning him.” 7 “ When I was lately praying,” he says in 
another place, “ with the people, and sometimes concluding with 
this doxolozy,f to the Father, with the Son and the Holy 


* Priestley’ Tlistory of Opinions, Vol IT p 827. 

+ ᾿Αλλὰ τὰς γλῶσσας ἂν mpdowro μᾶλλον ἢ τὴν φωπὴν ταυτὴν δέ- 
ξαιντα" τουτὸ μὲν οὖν ἔστιν, ὁ τὸν ἀκημύστον ἡμῖν καὶ ἄσπονδον πύλεμον 
ἐπεγείρει" ἐν τῷ πνεύματι. φῆσι, τῷ ἁγίῳ τὴν δοξολογίαν ἀπαδόιεον 
τῷ Ged, οὐχὶ δὲ καὶ τῷ πνεύματι, καὶ ἐκθυμύτατα τῆν φωνῆς ταὐυτὴς 
ὡς ταπείνης τοῦ πνεύματος περιέχονται. De Spirtu Sancio, Yul. 1}. 
eap. 25, p 927, 

$ Form of praise. 
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Spirit, and sometimes through the Son én the Holy Spirit, 
some who were present objected that I used phrases which 
were both new and contradictory.”* Ile says that he was 
accused of novelty, and of being the inventor of new phiases, 
and that his opponents spared no kind of reproach because he 
made the Son of God equal to the Father, and did not sepa- 
rate the Spirit fiom the Son,f that 18, as I suppose, in the 
form of praise. ᾿ τη 

Cp. 40] Gregory Nazianzen, also, has given a similar repre- 
sentation of the state of things connected with the contioy ersy 
about the Holy Spirit. Speaking of hi» opponents, be says: 
“They say, Who ever worshipped the Spirit, either of the an- 
cients, or of the moderns?” { And the objection thus made must 
have had no small foundation of truth in it, if we consider what 
Piulostorgius the historian has narrated concerning the introdue- 
tion of the doxology which includes praise to the Son and to the 
Spirit. It would seem, from what he has recorded, (or I am 
mistaken,) that Flaviauus of Antioch first brought this fom 
into use, “It is said,” writes the historian, “that Flavianus 
of Antioch, haying assembled a number of monks, was the 
first to shout out glory fo the Father, and éo the Son, and to 
the Holy Spirit ; but that before him, some had said, Glory to 
the Father, through the Son, in the Holy Spirit, which was 
the most customary form; and others, glory to the Father, ix 
the Son, and the Holy Spirit.” § 

Thus it appears, that not till between the middle and the 
end of the fourth century was the controversy about the μα» 
preme deity of the Iloly Spirit awakened aud carried on, in 


--- ---.. 


* Προσευχομένῳ μοι πρρώην μετὰ τοῦ λαοῦ, καὶ ἀμφοτέμως τὴν δοξολο- 
γίαν ἀπαπληρυῦντι τῷ Θεῷ καὶ σατρὶ, νῦν μὲν μετὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ σὺν τῷ 
πνεύματι τῷ ἁγίῳ. νῦν δὲ διὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ ἐν ἁγίῳ πνεύματι, ἐπὶ σκηψραν τινὲς 
τῶν παρόντων, ξενιζοῖσαις ἡμᾶς φωναῖς κεχρήσθαι héyorres, καὶ dua 
πρὸς ἀλλήλαις ὑπεναντίως ἐχοῦσαις. De Spustu Sancto Vol. IT sp) 203. 

t Ὅτι μετὰ πάτμος ἀπυπληροῦμεν τῷ μονογενεῖ τὴν δοξυλογίαν, καὶ 
τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα μὴ διίστωμεν ἐπὸ τοῦ vinv’ ὅθεν νεωτεμυποίους ἡμᾶς 
καὶ καινοτόμους καὶ ἐξευρετας ῥημάτων; καὶ τι γὰρ οἰχὶ τῶν ἐπονειδί- 
στοῶν ἀποκάλουσιν. Thid, cap. 6, pp 801, 801 

ὁ ‘ANAL tis προπεκύνησε τῷ πνεύματι, φῆσι» ris ἣ τῶν παλαίων, 
ἢ τῶν vey; Or 87. Op p. 599 

ὁ Ὅτι φῆσι τὸν ᾿Αντιοχείας Φλαβιάνον πλῆθας μονάχων συναγείραντα 
πρῶτον ἀναβοήσαι, δόξα πάτρι καὶ vig καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύματι." τῶν yup πρὸ 
αὐτοῦ, τοὺς μὲν, δόξα πάτρι &v υἵου ἐν ἁγίῳ πνεύματι, λύγειν " καὶ ταῦύ- 
THe μᾶλλον τὴν ἐκφωνῆσιν ἐπεπολάξειν * τοὺς δὲ; δόξα πάτρε ἐν υἷῳ καὶ 
ἁγίῳ πνεύματι. Pluloatorgme, Lib. UL peut. 15, p 496. 
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consequence of some persons being desirons to ascribe glory 
to hun along with the Father and the Son, while others as 
strenuonsly refused to jom in this adoration. But the ascrip- 
tion of glory to the [oly Spirit, through persevering efforts to 
establish it, at length became general. ᾿ 

It is not intended that this chapter shonld contain a com- 
plete account, describing every form of opposition to Trinitari- 
anism in ancient times; else I should be obliged to give some 
detail of the procecdmgs of the Arian party, from the time of 
Arius at the commencement of the fourth century. But the 
Arian contioversy is a subject of too great oxtent for these 
pages, and is, besides, narrated with more or less fulness in 
all ecclesiastical lnstories, to which I refer. 

I choose rnther to add some information concerning the 
principal /eaders and eminent advocates of Unitarianism, who 
‘allied this cause at successive periods of antiquity. A few 
general remarks, which I shall offer, will connect all of them 
together; after which I shall notice them individually. 

I. It appears, that the great principle which was common 
to all of them, though they arose separately, and are often 
deseribed in histories of the Church as if the founders of dis- 
ἀπο heresies, was a lively attachment to the dovtrine of the 
unity of God. Wowever they may be represented by the or- 
dinary historians, as having invented different erioneous [p. 
Al] hypotheses to explain, or to explain away the Trinity, it is 
eertain that they had one characterstic and bond of sympathy, 
viz. a dislike to the division of the Supreme Being into per- 
fos, Owing to their strong zcal for the Divine Unity. 

II. It appears, that, if they are to be divided into classes, the 
iwo heads which follow will include them wholly. 

1. The class of tho.e who, in contending for the Divine 
Unity, accounted for the miraculous power and the immense 
wisdom of Christ, by affirming that a portion of God’s energy 
inspired him; and who maintained likewise that the Doly 
Spirit was the same energy, exerted upon the Apostles and 
others, In this rauk must be placed Artemon, and Theodotus, 
about the year A. D. 192; Paul of Samo-ata, Bi-hop of An- 
tioch, about A. D. 260; Marcellus, Bishop of Ancyra in Ga- 
latia, about A. D. 3380; Plotinus, Bishop of Simium m Pan- 
nonia, about A. Ὁ, 91.1.5 


- “απ —_ .--- 


Sree mee name στον 


* These dates, and those which immediately follow, ae derived from 
considerations stated by Dr Larduer. 
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2. The class of those who, in asserting equally with the 
former the strict umty of God, asernbed the ligh power and 
wisdom of Jesus Chiist to the personal presence of God withm 
him; and who said, that the Holy Spirit was another mani-« 
festation of the Divine personal presence. But, after all, how 
far could those who held this opinion have differed fiom the 
advocates for’ the former view? For what is the personal 
presence of God in Christ, but the manifestation of the Divine 
energy in him? And what is the Holy Spirit, con-idered as 
athiid manifestation of the personal presence of God, but a 
third exhibition of his energy? Indeed, the defenders of these 
two opinions, from their similarity, have often been confound- 
ed by ancient writers, though not so frequently ay they have 
been distinguished fiom each other, which is the reason of my 
present classification, To the second rank belonged Praxeas, 
ubout A. D. 196; Noetus, about A. Ὁ, 280; and Sabellius, 
about A. D. 260. 

111, It appears, that the explanations which all of these par. 
ties, so far as can be known, gave of the introductory ver-es in 
St. John’s Gospel, concerning the Word which was in the beqin- 
ning with God, were the same. There men agreed together 
in denying that the Word was a Divine Intelligence, di-tinet 
from the Supreme Father. They affirmed that the Mord was 
just the power, wisdom, energy, reason, and will of Cod, or 
otherwise God him-elt So that when an abundance of divine 
influenee was communicated to Jesus Christ, or (which is not 
very different) when God personally inoved him, the Word 
then was made flesh, and direlt amony us, aceoding to the 
view of those persons. I shall show proof of this having 
been the interpretation of the ancient Chitarians in my next 
chapter, when I shall come to consider the object of St. John’s 
writings, in connection with the allegation of Trinitarian divines 
on that subject. 

[p, 42] I proceed with some details concerning the early 
Unitarian leaders, in their order. 

Axtemon, Theadotus, ἃ. Ὦ, 192. Tt is not eortain which of 
these two persons uppeared first, or whether they had separate 
followers, But itis known that they floerisked contempora~ 
neously, and that they held exactly the same opinion concerns 
ing Christ, viz. that he was a man born of the Virgin Mary." 


-πππ-π-πἰιιτππ-ππνπο--.-.-. Ὁ ...ορ-.- Rm “᾿“᾿ρ ππΠέΠΠπΠ’.ὕ..-.........- 


* Lardaur’s Works, Vol. TV. pp. 658, 660. 
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In defending this opinion, they referred both to the authority 
of the Apostles, and also to the testimony of the successors of 
the Apostles in the first and second centuries, as we learn fiom 
a work which was written against Artemon in his own time.* 
The writer of that work, as quoted by the historian Eusebius, 
thus speaks of Artemon, Theodotus, and others who were their 
supporters: “They who hold this opinion, that Christ was a 
mere man, extol its antiquity. For they maintain that all the 
ancients, and even the Apostles themcelves, received and 
taught the same doctrines wluch they now defend ; and that 
the truth of the Gospel was preserved till the time of Victor, 
the thirteenth bishop of Rome from Peter, but that from the 
time of his sueeessor, Zephyrinus, the truth had been corrupt- 
ed.” f But it must not be thought that Artemon and Theo- 
dotus said too much in this, in consequence of Justin Martyr 
and others having taught the deity of Christ at least half a 
century before the time of Victor, mentioned in this extract. 
For most probably the Unitarian advocates, by their claim on 
antiquity, only meant to say, that the truth of the Gospel, in 
its purity, had kept the ascendeury till Victor’s time, but that 
afterwards the corrupted form of it had gained ground from 
the time of Zephyrinus, so as to call for their exertions pub- 
liely to oppose its further progress, Theodoret, the historian, 
confirms this explanation by the following more moderate repre- 
sentation of Aitemon’s claim. “ Artemon,” he says, “agreed 
with us in acknowledging the Supreme Deity, and in owning 
Tfim to be the creator of the universe. But he said that our 
Lord Jesus Christ was a mere man, born of a virgin, and su- 
perior in virtue to the prophets. Ie said that this was the 
doctrine which the Apostles preached, perverting the sense of 


* Tardnet’ Worls, Vol. I ἢ. 486. Priestley’s Tistory of Opinions, 
Vol. LEL pp. 295, 296 : Ν , 

+ Thy γὰρ rut δεδηλωμένην αἵρεσιν Ψιλὸν ἄνθ ὩΤῸΡ γινέσθαι τὸν 
σωτῆρα φάσκουσαν οὗ πρὸ πολλοῦ νεωτερίσθεισαν διευθύνων. "ἰἰπειδὴ 
σεμνύνειν αὐτὴν ὡς ἂν ἀρχαῖαν οἱ ταύτης ἤθιλον εἰσηγηταί. Φασὶ γὰρ 
τοὺς μὲν mporcpous ἁπάντας καὶ αὐτοὺς rais ἀποστολοὺς παρειληφέναι 
τε καὶ δευιδαχέναι ταύτας ἃ νῦν οὗτοι λέγουσι" καὶ τετηρήσθαι τὴν 
ἀληθείαν τοῦ κηρύγματος μέχρι τῶν Birropos χρόνων, és ἦν τρισκαι- 
δέκατος ἀπὸ Ἱπέτρωυ ἐν 'Ῥωμῇ ἐπίσκοπος" ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ διαδόχον αὖ- 
τοῦ Ζεφυρίνου παρακεχαράχθαι τὴν ἀλεθείαν, last, Lib. V. cap, 28, 
p 252 
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the sacred Scriptures, but that some “ [p. 48] (or thoset) who 
came afler them made a God of Chiist, who was not Gud.” 1 

Artemon, Theodotux, and their followers, were accused of 
employing the syllogism in their interpretation of the Scrip. 
tures, § as if it were not a virtue, but a crime, fo use teasouing, 
when engaged in the acquisition or declaration of rehgious 
truth. They were also charged with studying geometry, aud 
with being admirers of Aristotle and Theophrastus, philoso. 
phers, aud of Galen the physician. || 03 if the conneetion of 
science and religion was not of advantage to each other, but 
incompatible ; and Trinitarians, as will be shown, boriowed 
ther own system from philo-ophy, but οὐ that hind wlich may 
be described as “science falsely so called.” 

The Unitarians of the third century were often called Ar- 
temonites and Theodotuans by their opponents, and the name 
of Artemon, especially, was remembered after his own time, 
when Paul of Samosata gave marked publicity to the same 
opimon concerning Christ. J 


* Some. Lardner uses this word in his translation of the passage, in 
Works, Vola, p. 658. 

Those. Thus is the word in Piiestley’s translation, in Thst. of Opin- 
ions, Vol. ITI. p. 299. 

ft Καὶ ᾿Αρτέμων δέ ris, ὅν reves ᾿Αρτεμᾶν ἀνομιίζουσιν, τὰ μὲν κατὰ 
τὸν τῶν ὅλων Θεὺν παραπλησίως ἡμῖν ἐδόξιισενν αὐτὸν εἰρηκὼς εἶναι τοῦ 
παντὸς ποιήτην " τὸν δὲ κύρων ᾿Ιήσουν Χρίστον ἄνθρωπον εἶπε ψιλὸν, 
ἐκ παρθένον γεγενήμενον, τῶν δὲ προφήτων ἀρετῇ κρείττονα > ταύτιι δὲ 
καὶ τοὺς ἀποστολοὺς ἔλεγε κεκηρυχέναι, παρερμηνεύων τῶν θεινῶν γρα- 
hay τὴν διανοίαν, rots δὲ pet’ ἐκείνους θεολογήσαι τὸν Ἀριστὸν οὐκ 
ὕντα Θεόν, ist Fab. Lil, IL. cap. 4, p 220. 

§ Ladner, Vol. I. p, 487. is ft Thad. 

YT Dr, Ladner (Vol. TV. Ὁ. 661) has mentioned several texts of Scrip. 
tue, which were used by Theodotus in support of his views. ‘They aro 
placed lee to show the similanty, so far as it gocs, between the proofs 
nid by the ancient Onitarians and those of the modem, Sco also Priest 
ky’s Hist, of Opinions, Vol ITI. p. 426, οὐ κοι. John viii. 40; Ant now 
ye seck ta lal me, a MAN that hath told ΗΝ the truth, which I have ἧι αρὰὶ uf 
God, Deut. xvii. 15: The Lord thy God will raise up uato thee a 
Prophet fiow the midst of thee, of thy bretinen, tan unto wR; wnto hit ye 
shill hearken, Usgial Ini, ἃ τ Le ws despised sind rejected of men, a MAN of 
soriows, und arytcoted with grief. Acts ti, 22: Ye menuf Ina, juar these 
words: Jesus of Nazareth, a mow apmored of tod among you by nuracles, 
and wonders, and signs, which Cod did by kim in the midst of’ you, as ys 
yourselves also know 1 Tim. it. 5+ Hor there is One God, and one meaia- 
tor Extween Gorl_ and men, the wan Christ Jesus, Acta vil, 58 slad 
(Stephen) βαιά, Behold, I sea the heavens opined, ard the Son of man stund- 
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Praseas, A.D. 186 While Artemon and Theodotus were 
making a stir al Rome, Praxeas was asserting the unity of 
God m Afitea with much influence and suceess.* Tt was the 
vast number of those who agreed with lim m opmion, or with 
whom he agreed, that induced Tertullian to write [p. 41] that 
work against him, from which an eatract has been produced, 
showing the multitude of persons who then refined the Beon- 
ouy or Trinity, and who adhered to the Afonurchy, or Divine 
Unity. In consequence of Praxeas and lus folluwers main. 
taining that the Deity, or Supreme Father of all, dwelt in the 
man Jesus Christ, always enabling him té speak and act as he 
did, their adversaries thought, or feigned to think, that the 
Supreme Father also suffered, according to this view, in the 
person of our Saviour; and they therefore gave to the Prax- 
cans the name of Patropasmans, or per-ons believing that the 
Father suffered. But this term was applied to them without 
just reason, and they rebutted the charge which it eapresced.t 
Nor is it right that this name should be continued in ecclesi- 
astical histories, for τὸ serves the purpose of deception, 

Noetus, A. D. 230. Sabellius, A.D 200. Both these men 
agreed very much in opimon together, and with Praxeas, their 
predecessor. | The former was of Smyrna, or οἱ Ephesus, in 
Avia Minor, § the latter was of Pentapolis, a province of Ly- 
bia. | They lad many followers at the two different times in 
which they flourished, but. more particularly Sabellins, whove 
doctrine, it is said,§ was very popular in Afiica, in the Trast, 
and at Rome. Athanasins had 1eason to complain, when, on 
one occasion, he says, “that some bishops of Ly hia followed 
the dovtrme of Sabcllins, and prevailed to such a degree, that 
the Son of God was scarce any longer preached in the 
churehes,” ‘+ that is, the doctrine concerning Cliist as the 
secoud person of the Trinity. 


eng on the right hand of God 'Theodots thoueht that the Son of Man, 
standing at Οοιν mght hand, must hase been a very diffurent person 
fiom the Supreme Bang at whove right hand he stood 


* Tadne, Vol TV μ, 877. { Thi, p. 678, 
1 ΗΝ, Vol 1 Ὁ. 583, § Ibid, p. 482. 
ἢ Tbul, p. 618 4 nd, pp 619 620. 


¥4 "Ev Πενταπόλει τὴς ἀνὼ Λιβύης τηνικαῦτα tives τῶν ἐπισκοπῶν 
ἐφρόνησαν ra Σαβελλιοῦ καὶ τοσοῖτον ἴσχυσαν ταῖς ἐπινοιαῖς, ὡς 
ὀλίγου δεῖν μηκέτι ἐν ταῖς ἐκκλησιαῖς κηρυττέσθαι τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ, 
De Sententia Dionysii, Opera, Vol I p 522. 
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Tt may be remarked, as a proof of the zeal of the Sabelliang 
for the unity of Gor, that Epiphanius has 1ecorded of them, 
that, when they met other Christians, they would put this 
shrewd question to them:* “ Well, guod friends, what is our 
doctrine? Ilave we one God, or three Gods?”t T hey 
evidently looked upon Trinitarianism as very much the same 
with a belief in three Gods. 

The followers of Noetus and Subellius were, like those of 
Praaeas, accused of being Patiopassians by their adversaries, 
but with equal unfairness. I cannot, therefore, help nention- 
ing what the French ecclesiastical writer, Beausobre, ay quoted 
by Dr. Lardner, has said in their vindication. ITe sa ys, that 
what they were accused of was ἃ doctrine co absurd, and so 
manifestly contrary to many teats of the New Te-tament, that 
it appears [p. 45] scarcely possible that it should be main- 
tained by any reasonable man ; which makes him suspect, that 
this was not the opinion of those persous, but a consequence 
whieh the orthodox drew from their principles. 

Paul of Samosata, A. D. 260." This person was undoubt- 
edly among the most remarkable ceelesiastics of the third cen- 
tury. Teewas Lishop of Antioch, and enjoyed the pationage 
of Zenobia, Queen of Palmyia, one of the most excellent of 
princesses.§ Te taught openly, and with great success, the 
doctrine of the sinple humanity of dcsus Christ, declariug him 
to have been a man eminently favored with the disine grace. ἢ 
Two councils were assembled at Antioch to consider lis case, 
the first in A. D, 264, and the other in A. D. 269 or 270. Tn 
the latter of these councils Pan] was excommunicated and de- 
posed. But because he had the favor of (Queen Zc nobia, and 
the support of his own people, ‘ie retained po-session of the 
episcopal palace till A. D. 272 or 273, when he was expelled 
by the Emperor Aurelian, who had vanquished Zenobia, and 
seized upon Antioch.f 

It is certain that Panl was an author; for it is reported of 
him, that there was scarcely a page of his works without cita- 


Se cnnamastonal Coed 


μεθ Vol. Τα p. 619. Puestley’s Lhst. of Opinions, Vol, TIL 
pa ; 

t Τὴν πρεύσιν αὑτοῖς ὑφηγοῦνται ταύτην" τί ἂν εἴπωμεν, ὦ otros, 
ἕνα Θεὸν ἔχομεν, ἢ τρεῖς Θεούς; Hacer 62 Opera, Vol. Lp. 514. 

¢ Beansobre, as referred to by Lardner, Vol I p 584. 

§ Latdner, Vol. L pp. 623, 624.  dbid , 625, Ibid 
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tions from the Old or the New Testament.* Tiis character 
has been deserthbed in a very severe manner by lus enemies. 
But this was probably owing to their jealousy of bis powers 
aud popularity, and to the violence of paitisanslup. Dr. 
Lardner has drawn a very candid estimate of him, which ig 
worthy of being noted, Ie says: “As we have not now be- 
fore us any of Paul’s writings, and have his history from ad- 
versaries only, we cannot propose to judge distinetly of lus 
talents, nor draw his character at length: however, from the 
several particulars before put down, aud collected from divers 
anthors, some things may be coneluded ; and 1 apprehend that, 
laying aside for the present the consideration of his hetero- 
doxy, we shall not mistake much if we conceive of him after 
this manner. He had a great mind, with a mixture of haughti- 
ness, and {co much affection for human applause. He was 
generally well respected in his diocese, and by the neighbormg 
bishops; in esteem with the great, and beloved by the com- 
mon people. [He preached frequently, and was a good speaker. 
And fiom what is said by the fathers of the council, of his re- 
jecting or laying aside some hymns, as modern, and composed 
by moderns, it may be argued that he was a critie; which is 
a valuable accomplishment at all times, especially when un- 
common.” f The Unitarians, on account of Paul’s celebrity, 
were frequently called, after him, Paulians and Pamlicians. 

Marcellus, A. D. 330. He was Bishop of Anecyra in Gala- 
tia, aud had [{p.46] been present in the Council of Nice, in 
A.D. 325. About the year A. Ὦ, 354 or 335, he wrote a 
work agaist the Arians, in which he stated his views in such 
a manner, that it was evident he was defending the Unitarian 
doctrine, in agreement with Baul of Samovsata.{ The bishops 
who were as-cinbled at Jerusalem, in A. D 935,§ and who 
afterwards met at Constantinople, in A. D. 336, deposed Mar- 
cellus on account of what they esteemed to be his heresy. Ie 
was restored by the Council of Sardica, m A. Ὁ, 347. He 
liad many followers, and among others Photinus, who began, 
noon after his master, to contend with greater zeal for the Uni- 
tarian faith. 


« Lardner, Vol. T p 628 ἡ Ibid. 

+ Ilii, Vol. 11 p. 396 ὃ 

§ They were the same birhops who readmitted Arius mto communion, 
as stated at page ὦ 
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Photinus, A. D. 844. Tle was a native of Galatia, and 
probably of Ancyra, its principal city, where Marcellus was 
bishop.* Tle was afterwards made Bishop of Sirmium in 
Pannonia, where his views attracted notice about A, D. 911 
or 343.[ Ile was condemned in a council held at Antioch, 
about, A. D. 86}, and in several succeeding assemblies ; for 
evelosiastical power was at length vested entirely in the hands 
of the Orthodox and of the Arians. But it was impossible for 
a time to remove him, on account of the affection of his people 
towards him, who were unwilling to part with him.| At last 
he was condemned and deposed by a council held at Sirminm, 
in A. D. 351, after which he was banished. Tle was subse- 
quently recalled by the Emperor Julian, and again banished 
by Valentinian. Le died in A. D. 375 or 376.§ 

It is ascertained that Photinus wrote several works, and 
that he did not cease to teach his doctrine even after his de- 
position, though the number of persons adhering to this faith 
must have been gradually on the decline. Vbotinians, how- 
ever, are mentioned, and exceptions taken against their views, 
by writers in the fifth century; || and I have just said (at 
page 40) that traces of Unitarianism are to be found down to 
a later period. 

Photinus has been described a3 having entered his bishopric 
with universal applause, and as having been a man of ready 
wit, extensive learning, and charming eloquence.{ Ie cer- 
tainly had perfect confidence in the accordance of his views 
with Scripture, when, on his entering on a public conference 
with Basil, he declared his readiness to prove his doctrine by 
ahundred texts.** lis views have been well stated by an 
ancient wrifer in the following ¢erms: “Photinus holds the 
unity of God [p. 4%] afler the Jewish manner. 116 allows 
not of any Trinity of persons. Tie says, that Christ was a 
man born of Mary. He denies the personality of the Word, 
and the Spirit. De says, that there is only one God, the 
Father, and Jesus Christ, whom we ought to serve.” tt 


* Lmdner, Vol. IL p. 443, t Ibid, p. 444. 

f Thid, Nec dum quidem per factiouem popul: putuit amoveri.— 
Hilar. Fragm. 

ἢ Lardner, Vol. ΤΙ, p. 444, | hid, p. 447. J Thid, Ὁ, 446, 

ἘΞ Kal μέτα καυχήσεως πέρι τῆς ὑποθέσεως ἕκατον μαρτυρίαν φέρειν 
ὁ γενυάδας ἐπηγγείλατο. Eprphanms, apud Larduer, Vol, TL p. 446, 

tt Vincent ot Lerins, quoted by Dr. Lardnet, Vol. LL p. 445. 
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Ido not know any distinguished Unitarian advocate after 
Photinns, (except one Bonosus, whose followers were called 
Bonosians, m the beginning of the fifth ceutury,’) tll Michael 
Servetus revived the doctiine, in a certain form. at the period 
of the Reformation. Seivetus was condemned and burned at 
Geneva, at the mstigation of John Calvin, in A. D. 1553. 
Aitter him, Unitarianixm was promoted in Germany, by Lac- 
ls and Faustus, both surnamed Socinus, by Crelhus, and 
other eminent men; and im the Briteh lands, (whence it 
was communicated to America,) with some difference of sen- 
timent, by Biddle, Emlyn, Lindsey, Priestley, Wak« ficld, 
Disuey, Belshamw, and many others. 


CIIAPTER IV. 


Or run Princivat Source or TRINITARIANISM. AS ALLTGID 
BY VARIOUS ANCILAT FATHERS, viz. ἀπὸ ἘΡΕΙ͂Ν. or 
THE APOSILE JON. 


Tits chapter would have been more properly headed, 
“Of the Principal Source of the Doctrine of Christ's Deity, as 
alleged,” écc. But the doctrine of Christ’s deity, whieh inno- 
vating Fathers thought that they found in St. Jolin’s writings, 
led alo (though not necessarily) to the deification of the 
Spirit, and thus to the formgtion of a Trinity of divine per- 
sons So that we are in reality about to examine, in an m- 
portant sense, the principal alleged foundation of Trieiturian- 
asm, when entering on the question, whether John taught, or 
did not teach, the pre-existence and divinity of Christ. 

We have evidence concerning many early Trinitarian writ- 
ers, that they thought that St. John wrote his Gospel, and 
more particularly the introductory verses, in order to make a 
full declaration of the deity of Jesus Christ. They appear to 
have belicved that the three first Evangelists, viz. Matthew, 
Mark, and Luke, had given an acconnt of Christ’s hunanity 3 


--.....ὕ-ὄ....ς-. --.-. ... .. 


* Louney Vol. IT p.457. Priesiley’s Hist. of Opinions, Vol, ΤΙΣ 
mn 568 
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but that John, coming after these, taught his divinity, as he 
was particularly ordained and inspired by God to do. Not 
that they did not find proofs of the dovtrine of Christ's deity in 
other parts of Scripture. But [p. 48] they said that it was 
John who first revealed it in an explicit manner, and who, 
of course, brought them to that way of thinking, which en- 
abled them te find many other proofs in various portions of 
the Old and New Testaments. 

It scums, also, to have been thought by Tertullian, and ihe 
idea is often repeated by modern Trinitarians, that St, John, 
in his First Epistle, when he spoke of Antichrist, alluded, in 
connection with another class of persons, to those who refused 
to acknowledge the deity of Jesus Cliist. It has been af 
firmed that John’s frequent commendations of a belief in “the 
Son of God” were penned on account of the Unitarians of his 
time, who (as it has been alleged) did not confess Jusus to be 
the Son of God. 

I shall show that this view, both of St. John’s Gospel and 
of his Lirst Epistle, is incorrect. 


e I. OF ST. JOHN'S GOSPEL. 


Let us observe some specimens of the high esteem in which 
this Gospel was held, in consequence of its having been thought 
to reveal plainly the doctrine of Christ’s deity, befure we in- 
quire iuto its real character. 

« No one,” says Origen, “taught the divinity of Christ so 
clearly as Jolin, who has presented him to ws as saying, ‘Tam 
the light of the world” ὅσο, We may, tlierefore, boldly aifirm, 
that as the Gospels are the first fruits (or the most excellent 
part) of the Soriptures, so the Gospel of John is the first fraits 
(or the most excellent part) of the Gospels.” * —* Jolm,” says 
Eusebius, “began (his Gospel) with the doctrines of the divin- 
ity of Christ, that having been reserved for hin as the wost 
worthy.” ἡ 


% Οὐδεὶν γὰρ ἐκεῖνων ἄκρατως chavéepwacy αὐτοῦ τὴν θεύτητα ὡς 

ὠΐννης, παράστησας αὐτὸν λέγηντα, ᾿Εγὼ εἰμι τὰ φῶς rad κόσμον, & 
το ἃ, τολμητέον τοῖνυν εἶπειν ἀπάρχην μὲν πασῶν γραφῶν εἶναι, τὰ 
elayyéhia, τῶν δὲ εὐαγγελίων ἀπάρχην τὸ κατὰ Ἰωάννην. Comment 
in doban. Vo! Il p &. 

} Τῆς δὲ θεολογίας ἀπαρξάσθαι, ὡς ἂν αὐτῷ πρὸς rod below πνεῦμα- 
Tas οἵα κρείττονι παραπεφυλαγμένηφ. list. Lib. LU. cap 24, p. 117. 
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The following account is given by Epiphanius + “ Wherefore 
the ble-sed John coming, and finding men employed abont the 
humanity of Christ, &c., as coming last, for he was the fourth 
to write a Gospel, begins, as it were, to call back the wander- 
ers, and those who were employed about the humanity of 
Christ, and to say to them, Whither are you going? Whither 
are you walking, who tread a rough aud dangerous path? ὅσο, 
It is not so. The God, the Word, which was begotten of the 
Father from above, is not fiom Mary only. 116 is not from 
the time of Joseph, he 1s not from the time of Salathiel, aud 
Zorobabel, and David, and Abraham, and Jacoh, and Noah, 
and Adam; but “in the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God.” * 

[p. 49] “If you inquire,” says Ambrose, “ concerning his 
(Christ’s) celestial generation, read the Gospel of St. John.” ¢ 

“ John the Apostle whom Jesus loved,” says Jerome, “ wrute 
his Gospel the last of all, at the entreaty of the bishops of Asia, 
against Cerinthus, and other heretics, and especially the doc- 
trine of the Ebiouites, then gaining ground, who say that Christ 
had no being before he was born of Mary, whence he was 
coinpelled to declare his divine origin.” ὦ ᾿ 

“If there be any other things,” says Austin, “which inti- 
mate to the intelligent the divinity of Christ, in which he is 
equal to the Father, Jolin almost alone has introduced them 


* Διὸ καὶ Ἰωάννης ἐλθὼν ὁ μακαρίος, καὶ εὗρων rods dvOpwrods 
ἠσχολῆμενους περὶ τὴν κάτω Χριστοῦ παρουσίω", κι τ. dA. ὡς κατόπιν 
ἐλθὼν, τέταρτος γὰρ οὗτος εὐαγγελλίζεται, ἀρχέται ἀνακαλεῖσθαι ὡς 
ἐπειν, τοὺς πλανηθέντας, καὶ ἡσχαλημένους περὶ τὴν κάτω Χριστοῦ 
“ταρουσίαν, καὶ λέγειν αὐτοῖς, κι ἢ λ lol φέρεσθε, wot βαδίξιτε, οἵ 
τὴν τραχειὰν ὁδὸν καὶ σκανδειλωδῆ καὶ εἰς χάσμα φερούσων βαδιζύντες; 
Ανακάμψατε. Οὐκ ἐστὶν οὑτῶς, οὐκ ἐστὶν ἀπὸ Μαρίας μόνον ὁ Θεὸς 
λόγος, ὁ ἐκ πάτρος ἄνωθεν γεγεννήμενος, οὐκ ἐστὶν ἀπὸ τῶν χρύνων 
Ἰωσὴφ τοῦ ταῦτης δὁρμάστου, οὐκ ἐστὶν dah τῶν χρύνων ΞΣαλαζιὴλ, καὶ 
Ζοραβαβὴλ, καὶ Δαρὶιδ, καὶ “ABpdap, καὶ ᾿Ιακὼβ, καὶ Νῶε, καὶ ᾿Αδὰμ, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἀρχῇ ἣν ὁ λόγος, καὶ ὁ λόγος ἦν πρὸς τὸν Gedy, καὶ Θεὸς ἣν ὅ 
λόγος. Haer. 69. Opera, Vol. T p. 747. 

At vero de celesta gencratione si quoeris, lege evangelinm sancti 
Joannis. Opera, Vol. 11 p 80 

Φ Joannes apostolus ἀπο Jesus amnavit plinimam ete, novi-simus 
onniam scripat evangeliam, rogatus al Asia epis opis, adver-us Cerm- 
thum, ahosque bareticos et maxuue tune Ehionitaram dogma. consur- 
gens, qui asserunt Christum ante Δία πη non fuise, unde et compul- 
Rus δὲ divinam ejus ἀαροον ες edicere. Op. Vol. Lp. 273, 

A 
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into his Gospel.” With open voice he declares that he is God, 
and always with God, laymg open the mystcry of God.” * 
John, says Chrysostom, “ alone taught the eternal and super- 
celestial wisdom.” -| 116 “ first lighted up the lamp of theology ; 
and all the most distant churches, running to it, hghted up thew 
lamp» of theology, and returned rejoicing, saying, Ju the brgin- 
ning was the Word.”{ Chrysostom represents the other sacred 
writers ay persons who resembled “little children, hearing, 
hut not understanding what they heard, being engaged about 
cheese-cakhes and childish sports”;§ while he says of John, 
that he tanght “what the angels themselves did uot know be- 
fore he declared {ἢ} Of the other three Evangelists he says: 
“They all treated of the [p. 50] fleshly dispensation, and si- 
lently, by his minacles, indicated his (Christ’s) worth. But 
the dignity of the Word of God was hid, the anows against 
the heretics were concealed, and the fortification to defend the 
right faith was not raised by the pious preaching. Jolin, there- 
fore, the Son of Thunder, beiug the last, advanced to the doe- 
trine of the Word.” “ ‘Jn the beginning was the Word? This 
doctrine was not published at first, for the wold would not 
reccive it , Wherefore Matthew, Mark, and Luke began at a 
distance. ‘When they began the preaching, they did not im- 
mediately state what was becoming his dignity, but what would 


* Et si qualia sunt que Christidivinitatem,in qua requalis est Pati, 
recte intelhgcntbus mtincnt, pone solus Johannes m evangs lio ant pasta ¢ 
tanqgam de pectore ipsins Domini, saper qued diseunibers im eyuy con- 
visio solitns erat, secietum divimtats eyus ebenus et qnodammotla 
familiarius bibent Opera, Vol TV, p. 874, 

t Μόνος τὴν αἰώνιον καὶ ὑπερκόαμιον φιλοσοφίαν κηρύξας, Op. 
Vol. VI p 285. 

ἡ Πρῴτη ἀνάψασα τὸν τῆς Geadoylas λύχνον, πᾶσαι τῶν περάτων al 
ἐκκλησίαι πρὸς σε δραμοῦσωμι, ἕκαστη τὴν ἑαυτῆς λάμπαδα τὴν θεολο- 
γίαν denyre, καὶ ὑπέστρεψε χαίρουσα, ἐν ἀρχῇ ἦν ὁ λόγος, Mad p 604. 

§ Οἱ γὲ ἄλλοι ἅπαντες, καθάπερ τὰ παιδία τὰ μικρὰ, ἀκούουσι μεν. 
οὐχ ἰσᾶσε δὲ ἅπερ ἀκούουσιν, ἀλλὰ περὶ πλακοῦντας ἐπτωιήνται, καὶ 
ἀθύρματα παιδικά. Op Vol VIIT 9 

[Ὁ μηδὲ ἄγγελοι πρὶν ἢ τοῦτον γένεσθαι ἤδεισαν. Thid. 

Ἵ ΤΙάντες οὖν ἐχώρησαν εἰς τὴν τῆς σαρκὸς οἰκονομίαν, καὶ ἤρεμα més, 
διὰ τῶν θαυμώγωμ, ἐγνώριζον τὴν ἀξίαν, Ἐκρύπτετο δὲ ἔτι rad Θεοῦ 
λόγου ἀξίωμα, ᾿Ἐκρύπτετο δὲ σὰ κατὰ τῶν αἴρετικων Bedi. καὶ τὸ τῆς 
ἀρθῆς δοξῆς επυρείχισμα οὐδέποτε τῷ κηρύγματι τῆς εὐσεβείας ἐγῆς 
yepto ᾿Ἰωάνψης τοίνυν, ὁ υἱὸς τῆς βρόντης) τελευταῖος, παρῆλθεν ἐπὶ 
viv θεολογία». Op. Vol VIL p. 173, 
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suit their hearers. John, therefore, the Son of Thunder, last 
of all, advanced to the doctrine of his divinity.” ° 

Paulinus says: “This same (John), at an advanced age, is 
said to have been the last to write his Gospel, the last, judging 
by the tune of his book, but otherwise the first, since he alone, 
of the four rivers (the Evangelists), takes his course from the 
highest fountam of the Divine mind, and thunders fiom ahove, 
‘In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God,” T 

Theophylact, speaking of John as beginning with the 
divinity of Christ, says: “ For whereas the others had made 
no mention of his existence as the Word of God betoie the 
ages, he taught that doctiine, lest the Word of God should 
have been thought to be a mere man.” |} He says that Jolin 
wrote * lest men should think that Clirist first caine into exist} 
ence when he was born of Mary, and that he was not begotten 
of the Father before the ages.” ὃ 

I will only add to this evidence, that St John received from 
some οὗ [p. 51} the Fathers the title of Theologos, or Divine, 
from his supposed zeal for the pre-existence and divinity of 
Christ.| ‘This appellation, applied to John, will be» observer 
by the readers of the common English Bible, on opening the 
book of Revelation, which will be found to be entitled, “The 
Revelation of St. John the Divine.” 


* Ἔν ἀρχῇ ἣν 6 λόγος" οὐκ εὐθὺς τοῦτο exnpiydy. Οὐ γὰρ cympes 
ὁ κόσμος" μακρὰν ἡμῖν οἱ elayyediora: Μιάγθαιος, Mapxds, Δούκας, 
ὅτε ἤρξιντο τοῦ κηρύγματος, ob« εὐθὺς ἐλάλησαν τὰ πρέποντα τῇ ἀξιᾷ, 
ἀλλὰ τὰ ἁρμόζοντα ταῖς ἀκμοωμένοις Ἰωάννης τοίνυν 6 υἱὸς τῆς Spdr- 
τῆς τελευταῖος παρῆλθεν ἐπὶ τὴν θεγλοωγίαν. --- Op Vol. VI με 171 

7 Idem ultra Qmmum tempora apostolu:um, awtite producta, postre- 
Mos evanzeli sctiptor fuse memoratar, cte, ultamas auctor, in Πρ 
tempore, sed prints in capita samen, qmppe qui solus ὁ gratuor 
flninunbay ex ipso summo divin capt fonte dccintcas, de nube sablimi 
tonate In prcyo erat vetbum, et verbum erat apad Deum, et Deus 
eras verbum. Ad Amnndim, p 213. 

f ᾿Επεὶ γὰρ of ἄλλος οὐκ ἐμνήσθησαν περὶ τῆς πρὸ αἰώνων ὑπάρξεως 
τοῦ Θεὸν λόγων, αὐτὰς ἐθεολάγησε περὶ ταύτης; ἵνα μὴ νομια θείῃ ὁ τοῦ 
Gead λόγος ψιλὸς ἄνθρωπος εἶναι In Matt Pref | pp 1.3 

§ Ados μὲν ἦν μὴ πότε τινες χαμαρπέτεις καὶ μηδὲν ὑψηλὸν νόησαε 
δυναμένοι, νομίξωσι τὸν χριστὸν τότε πρῶτον els ὕπαμδιν ἔλθειν τε 
ἀπὸ Mapias ἐγγενήθη. καὶ οὐχὶ πρὸ αἰώνων ἐκ τοῦ Udrpos γενεθῆναι- 
In Jobin ¢ 1 Vol. Top 333 

ἢ Pripsslev’s Emiy Opimens Vol UL pp 123 lat. Cave's Lives of 
the Apostles, p. 127, Lond. 1094. 
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It is the Zntroduction ἰο St John’s Gospel that has been 
made the principal giound of the opmion, that the Apostle 
wiote to prove the deity of Clint We may, therefore, 
properly confine our observations to this point. “In the be- 
gumng was the Word,” ὅσο. cel 

And, in objection to the view of the Trinitarian Fathers, I 
would put a «imple question, — Why did uot John, if he meant 
to declue plamly the deity of Jesus Christ, introduce brs Gos- 
pel with saying, © In the begmming was the Son, and the Son 
was with the Fathur, and the Sor was Ged as well as the 
Father,” instead of speaking of the © Word,” which, to say the 
least of it, aeeght be supposed to siguity only the voice of God, 
even the word of his power? Why did he not, had he been 
anxious to supply the deficiency of evidence for the deity of 
Chint in the other evangelical histories, state distinelly that his 
Master had pre-existed a» God the Son, in eternal communion 
with the Father and the Spnit? This would have placed the 
docirine of Christ’s deity bey ond the reach of controversy. But 
this Joha has certainly not done ; nor can his language be faily 
construed into anything that approaches this meaning. 

But thetrae design of St. Juln’s Introduction can be shown. 
I think that the Apostle had two ends in viewin it. First, to 
ascribe very high dignity to Jesus Christ, as the person in 
whom the ποιά of God’s wisdom and power dwelt, een that 
word which from eternity belonged to God, and was God him- 
self; by which all things were created ; and in which helt and 
life were contained. And, secondly, to confute the errors of a 
certain philosophy prevalent at the time that he wrote, v1. 
that, besides God, there were ojher divine beings, such as the 
“ Creator of the universe,” the “Word,” the Eon “ Light,” 
and the Eon “ Life,” &e.* In reply to this, but in an imdirect 
manner, John has declared, that the Word, and the Creator, 
and God himself, are the same, because it was through means 
of the “word” that all things were created, and this “ word” 
belonged to God, and was God hiniself. It is added, that hght 
was in the “ word,” and that this light was the life of nen, in 
opposition to the notion of divine Eons, who were e¢alled 
# Light,” Life,” &e. 

Both of these objects must be taken mfo view, in order to 
explain satisfactorily St. John’s Inti oduction. 


Se neterntenrenpemalnencgeemenpesnnettnentet semen ppnee TENET TSOP inetetet ..... 


* Michaelis, Introduction to the New Testament, Maish’s tans. Vol. 
TH. Pout ch 7, sect 5. 
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[p 52] If we look only to the dasé object, viz. that John 
wished to confute a certain pernicious plulosoply, prevalent in 
his time, without having also another intention, we detiact from 
his character as an Evangelist. For an Evangelist should not 
be thought to have written any part of his history of Christ for 
the benefit of his own time only, but also for succeeding gen- 
erations, though he might confute temporary errors by oral ad- 
monition or by epistle. On this account Dr. Lardner cannot 
be persuaded that Johu wrote in any way in his Gospel against 
errors of his time.* But this is going too far on the other 
side; for John might thus write in an ¢udirecf manner, having 
another more dnect object in view, viz. the declaration of the 
dignity of Christ ay the bearer of the word of God; and this 
is what I believe him to have done. 

On the other hand, if we reflect only on the first object, viz. 
that John wished to ascribe dignity to Christ, a» the bearer of 
the word of God, (without taking his other intention in view.) 
it may be ashed why the Apostle uves such ἃ string of terms 
as “the word,” “light,” © the life,” “darkness,” &, and why 
he uses them without explanation, briugmg them in abruptly ? 
To account for this, I must suppose that John intended (indi- 
rectly) the confutation of certain errors where, as we shall 
show, this phraseology was employed. 

Lhese remarks prepare the way for a more full consider- 
ation of δι. Julin’s Introduction under the two aspects now 
mentioned. I need ouly further premise, that the terms * he” 
and *hnn,? used in connection with the “werd,” in the com- 
mon English Bible, must be changed into “it,” in order to suit 
my interpretation. Dut this ig lawful; for those Greek terms, 
which, in the common Bible, ’are here translated © he” and 
“him,” may with equal propricty be rendered “it”; nor is 
there any reason why the latter translation should not be pre- 
ferred, if it be neces-ary to the sense.t 


I. Viewing John, then, in the first place, as having in- 
tended to begin his history of Christ with an account of his 
dignity, as the bearer of the word of Grod, the following ob- 
servations are warrauted. 


Seal 


* Ladner» Works, Vol. ΠῚ, pp 299, 240. 

Tt Principal Campbell has emplover the pronoun “it” in hia transle- 
tion of verses 2,3 4, and 5; ani this hbety he has ably def nuded, dee 
his woik on the Four Gospels, Vol Il.p. 407, Vol. 111 p. 282, 
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1. The expressions in the two first verses, “the word was 
with God,” or belonged to him, and “the word was Gol” 
him-ell, though at first they seem strange according to this 
view, (but they are much more strange according to the 
Trinitarian view,) will appear sufficiently natural on a little 
eanumination. An American writer has given a parallel case, 
which, so far as I can remember, is a> follows: * In the be- 
giming of the war of Jadependence, there was a hope to 
America, and that hope was with Washington, and that hope 
aoas Washington.” ere the same person is said [p. 55] to 
have had the hope of American freedom lodged with him, and 
io have been himself that very hope; a method of expression 
which does not differ in the least from that in John’s Introdue- 
tion. And the Apostle has used similar language in other 
parts of his writings: © Love is of God,” and © Gad és love.” 
1 John iv. 7,8. “As he (God) is ἐπ the Ight, and “God ¢s 
Hight.” 1 John i. 7, and i. ὅς 

2. Various teats of the Old Testament may be bronglit to 
illustrate St. John’s statements concerning the word, supposiryg 
him to have meant simply the word of Gud’s wi.dom and 
power. Js it said by John that this word was in the hegin- 
ning (or from eternity) wilh God? ‘We find in Psalni exix, 
8), “ For ever, O Lord, thy ward is settled in heaven,” that is, 
the word of God’s omnipotence, which endures from eternity 
to eternity. Ts it declared that all things were made through 
means of the word? We find in Palins axxili. 6,“ By the 
aord of the Lord were the heayens made, and all the ha-t of 
them by the breath of his mouth”; exlvii. 5, “For he eom- 
munded, aud they were erented?; xxxili. 9,“ For he spuke and 
it was done, he commanded and it stood fast.” Js it said that 
the word contained hight, and that this light came unio its own 
land? ΤῈ is the land of the Jews which is referred to, a Jand 
whith had been favored in a most peculiar manner with the 
presence of God's word, and with the light thereof: * The ward 
of the Lord that came to Jeremiah,” “the word of the Lord 
cae expressly to Ezekiel,” “ the werd of the Lord that enme 
unto Llasea,” “the word of the Lord that came unto Joel,” & +; 
and we read in Psalm exlvii. 16, ὁ Le showeth his word unto 
Jacob, his statutes and his judgments unto Israel.” 

3. By regarding the Hyangelist as having meant by the 
“word,” not a being or person existing from eternity, and 
then uniting with Jesus Christ, but simply the word of Gud’s 
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wisdom and power, which enabled Je-ns Chri-t, being a man, 
to speak and act ke one having divine authority, we recon- 
cile St. John’s testimony with that of the other Evangelists. 
These describe Jesus merely as aman, who ate and drank, 
who was huneered and fatigued, who suffered, died, and was 
buried, and who derived all his Lnowledge and power from 
God, Now why should Jolin be thought to have revealed 
more than this? to hase taught that Christ was the second 
person of a three-one God? an eternally existing Divinity ? 
Why shonld the testimonies of Matthew, Mark, and Luke be 
stigmatized as grossly imperfect by the Aypothesis, that it was 
left to dolin to ¢xhibit a most important diecovery concerning 
Christ, which they bad almost or altogether furgotten to men- 
tion ? 

4, The view which I have given of the “word” of God 
agrees with what John las limeelf declured concerning the 
object of his Gospel. Jolin xx. 30, 31, “And many other 
signs truly did Jusus in the presence of his disciples, which are 
not written in this book; but thesu are written that ye might 
believe that Jesus is the Chrisi, the Sen of God; and that, be- 
lieving, [p. 54] ye might have lite through his name,.’* Ie does 
not say, that he wrote to prove that Jesus pre-existed as Grod 
the Word, or God the Son, equal to God the Father, but only 
to show that he was the Christ, or anointcd of God, and the 
Son of God, being the object of his choice and affection, 
obedient to his will, and fullilling the offices to which he had 
raised him. Nor can it be said that the title * Sun of God,” (a 
very different title from “ God the Son,”) conveys the tation 
of Chrisi’s deity. Τὺ seems ig have been used as much the 
same with the epithet * Christ” When our Lord a-ked his 
disciples whom they thought him to be? we learn from Mark 
(viii. 29), that “ Peter answereth and saith unfo him, Thou 
art the Christ.” According to Luke (ix. 20), “ Peter answer- 
ing said, The Christ af God.” While by Matihew’s account 
(xvi. 16), “Peter answered and said, Thou art the Christ, 
the Son of God.” Either the three Evangelists have given 
reports that ure at variance, or we must reeoncile them by sup- 
posing that “the Christ,’ “the Christ of God,” aud “the 
Christ, the Son of the living God,” are nearly equivalent ex~ 
pressions. Luke xxii. 67: “Art thou the Christ? tell us.” 
70: Art thon then the Son of God?” Mark i.1: “The he- 
ginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God.” Luke 
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iv. 41: “Thon art Christ, the Soxof God.” John i. 49: “Thou 
art the Son of God; thou art the Alag of rae.” In all 
these cases J have no doubt that the epithets “ C%r/st,” “ Son 
of God,” and “A’ng of Jsrael” had a very close similarity 
of meaning. 

5. That the “word” mentioned by Juhn had no personality 
distinct from God himself, but waa simply his word of power, 
was ihe opinion of the ancient Unitarians, as I before men- 
tioned (p. 44). Tertullian cor%sses that it was the case with 
Prareas, who would not allo, the * word” to be distinet from 
the Father, but asked, * What is a word but an expression, 
and the sound of the yoiee?”* Tlippolytns, writing against 
Noetus, says, “But you will tell me, that 1 am mentioning 
something strange, when I eall the ‘word’ the Son” tT  Am- 
brose says that “the error of Sudelius lay in making the 
Father and the ‘word’ to be the same.” | Epiphanius con- 
nevts together Noetus, Sebelius, and Pel of Samosata, as be~ 
lieving that the “word” had no existence distinet from God, 
Referring to Paul of Samosata, he says, “ We maintained that 
the ‘ word’ of God and the ‘spirit’ of God had always existed 
in God, just as reason exists in the heart of man, which was 
aleq the opinion of Sabellius, Noctua, [p. 83] and others.” § 
Eusebius, writing agninst Aareellis, says, that“ he aebnuowl- 
edged the ‘word, but confessed it to be a mere word, like the 
word of any man, but not the living and persounl Son.” | 
Chrysostom says, that “ Marcellus and Photius suid that the 
word, of God was the exergy of God, not a perronal existence, 
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* Non vis enim eum substantivan* babere in ΤῸ per pubstantiwe pro- 
prietatum, ut res et persona qualam videri possit, et ita caprat secundus 
a Deo constitnius, dao effivere, Patrem et Filium, Deam et sermoncin. 
Quid est enim dices sermo, mol vox, eb onus Oris? Ad Pian. cap. vii, 
p. 638. Ap Lardner, Vol 1V, p, 678. 

. t ae μοι τίς" ξένου φέρεις, λόγον λέγων υἱόν. Tlipp. contr, 

vet. p 16. 

} Neque; ut Sabellius, Patrem confundamuy et Verbum. Ambrose, 
apud Lardner, Vol fp 618. 

§ Ἔν Qed δὲ ἀεὶ ὄντα τὸν αὐτοῦ Adyor, καὶ τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτοῦ, ὥσπερ 
ἐν ἄνθρωπου καρδιᾷ ὁ ἴδιος λόγος" μὴ civas δὲ τῶν υἱὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ evu- 
wéoraroy, ἀλλὰ ἐν αὐτῷ Org ὥσπερ ἀμέλει καὶ ὁ Σαβέλλιον, καὶ 6 
Ναύατρο, καὶ ὁ Néyros, καὶ ἄλλοι. Vol. 1. p. 608, 

| Wihoy γὰρ, καὶ τῷ ἀνθρωπείῳ λόγῳ ὅμοιον, οὐχὶ δὲ υἱὸν ἀληθῶς 
(dvra καὶ ὑφεστῶτα, τὸν χρίσταν εἶναι ὁμολογεῖν ἐθέλει. Ene. 
contr, Marcellum, Lib, I. p. 19, 
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and that this (eneray) entered into the descendant of David.” * 
Epiphanius also represents Phofinus as arknowledging that 
“the word of Gud existed from the beginning, but that it was 
not the Son begotten of God.” f 

The notice here of these opinions is useful, in so far as it 
shows the antiquity of the view which I have been explaining, 
and the harmony and cousistency of early Unitarianism. 


TTI. Let us consider the Introduction in a second point of 
view, as directed against a pernicious species of philo-ophy 
prevalent at the time of its composition. I refer to the philo-o- 
phy of the Gnostes, being a class of persons who derived their 
naine from their pretensions to communicate to mankind the 
true gnosis t or knowledee of the Supreme Being, of the ori- 
gin of evil, and of all that concerned the existence, conduct, 
and happiness of men. 

It is not material to our present study to know whether this 
sect of persous, when Jolin wrote his Gospel (about A. ἢ. 
G8), § consisted altogether of Aeathens, or included also a holy 
of Christians. But it is my opinion that there were Christian 
Gnostics at that period, becanse there are allusions to suvh 
persons in epistles written by Paul before John drew up his 
history. [[ 

It was the hasis of the Gnostie philosophy, that all matter 
was essentially evil, and an annoyance to what was spiritual ; 
but that God, on the other hand, was a benevolent Being, per- 
Seetly free from evil. J 

That John, in an indirect manner, combated this philoso- 
phy, is proved by three considgrations. 

1. The terms which he usesyas the “ word,” “ light,” “ the 
life,” were, as [p. 586] I have said. terms which were employed 
a» the common phraseology among the Guostics. We do nut 
find such ἃ string of terms in the other Gospels. But John, liy- 


# Μάρκελλος ὁ Τηλάτης, καὶ Φώτεινος, καὶ Σωφρόνιος ἔλεγον τὸν 
λόγαν τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐνεργείαν εἶναι, οὐκ οὐσίαν ἐνυπύστατω»" ταύτην δὲ 
ἐνοικῆσαι τὸν ἐκ σπέρματος Δάβιδ, Opera, Vol IL, p. 591. 

t Καὶ αὐτὸς ἼΩΝ εἶναι τὸν λόγον dm ἀρχῆς, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ᾽ υἱὸν Οεοῦ 

ὁγεννήμενομ, κ΄ τὸ ἃ. Epip. Opera, p 831 
ὡ if Machin, Vol I. Ὁ, 85. wigs ὁ Lardner, Vol, ΠΤ, p, 229. 

{ Col ἢ, 8; 1 Tim. vi 20; 1 Timid; Titus iii. 9; 2 Tim, ii, 18; 
1 Cor. xv 12, &e. 

Ἵ Movhoim, Vol. I. is 86. 
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ing at Ephesns, where these words had heen brought into notice, 
donbtless took them up in order to oppose the philosophy of 
which they were the nomenclature.* 

2. Several positions which John lays down are acfually in 
antithesis to positions of the Guostics. 

1.) The Gnostics entertained the idea of a Divine Being 
distinet from God and inferior to him, called the “ word.” Ia 
opposition to this, John declares that the word was 2of a distinct 
being, but belonged to God, and was God πριν] 

(2.) As a consequence οὔ their fundamental doetrine, that 
all maticr is es-entially evil, while God is a being of perfret 
benevolence, the Guostics held a peculiar opinion concerning 
creation. ‘They said that creation was not the work of God 
himself, but of a being Jess perfeet than God,] who inight, con- 
sistently with his imperfect nature, employ him-elf in the eon- 
position and arrangement of material objects, (which were all 
essentially evil,) a work in which the all-benevolunt God could 
not properly engage. In opposition to this view of a Creator 
different from God, the Almighty Father, Jolm declares that 
it was God himself who made all things through meaus of his 
own word*of power. 

(3, 4.) Τὰ was a part of the Gnostic philosophy that there 
were various Eons, or Emauations from the Supreme Mind, 
two of which were called Life and Light.£ In reply to this, 
we are informed by John, that whatever was understood hy 
life lay entirely i the word of God, and that this life was the 
light of men, there being no distinct Kons hearing these name-. 

(5.) The Gnostics probably had some peculiar tenet con- 
cerning darknes«.§ If they had, Jolin turns aside their opin- 
jou by siating that what he knew about the darkness amounted 
simply to its uot having detracted from the lustre of the light 
of God. 

Professor Michaclis has carried out this view of cornter 
positions to the Gnostic philosophy to a very considerable 
length in his Introduction to the New Testament. My read- 
ers must consult this work, if they wish to decide for them- 
selves how far turther this τίου ought to be extended || 
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Notice, however, must be taken here of a statement which 
John has made, which is not opposed to the Gnosties in gener- 
al, but to another class, who may have been tinged in some 
points with this philosophy. “ Te (John the Baptist) was not 
that light,” or the bearer of that light. Ver.8. Dad any one 
said that John the Baptist was that light? It [p.5%] appears 
so. It appears that a body of men then existed, who believed 
in Joln the Baptist as the Messiah, or light of the world.* 
Against these the Evangelist probably penned verse 8th. This 
sect, who were called Subians, which signifies Baptists, are 
still in existence in the Eat, holding their peculiar faith.t 

3. We have the testimony of Jreneus, that John wrote 
against the Gnostics in his Introduction. J stated (p. 19) that 
this Father was the disciple of Polycarp, one of John’s immedi- 
ate followers (p. 10). He believed the deity of Christ, but 
confessed him to have been inferior to God, his Father (pp. 
19, 20). But this belief, whether it induced him or not 
always to attach personality to the “ word.” in John’s Introduc- 
tion, does not weaken his testimony to its having been com- 
posed in opposition to the Gnostics, for he might have his own 
view as to the manner of opposition. Irenwus says: “John, 
the disciple of the Lord, desiring by the publication of his Gos- 
pel to root out the error which had been sown among men by 
Cerinthus,} and some time before by those who arc called Nico- 
laitans, § who are a branch of that science, which is falsely so 
called, that he might confute them, and satisfy all that there is 
one God, who made all things by his word, and not, as they 
sy, one who is the Creator of the universe, and another the 
Father of the Lord, &c., &c.¢ the disciple, therefore, of the 
Lord, wishing to cut off these érrors, and to appoint a rule of 
truth in the Church, that there is One God Almighty, who by 
his word made all things, visible and invisible ; declaring also 
that by the word by which God finished the creation, by the 
saine word he bestowed salvation upon those who were in the 
creation, begins his doctrine which is according to the Gospel, 
‘In the beginuing was the word,” &c. || 


* Michaelis, Vol. IIL Part I pp, 285, 294, et seq. 
qt Ubid. pp 285, 287, 

+ A leader among the Gnastics. § Guostics, 

|| Lane fidem annuntians Joannes Domini discipulus, volens per evan- 
gelii annuntiationem anferie etm, ἴον Ce:intho inseminatus erat homi- 
nibus errorem, δὲ roulto prius ab his qui dieantur Nicolaite, qui sunt 
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D. OF 51. sOmN’S FIRST CPISTLE. 


In mentioning the opinion that John penned certain expres- 
sions in his First piste against Unilarians, 1 do not meun to 
say that this view concerning these expressions was enter- 
tained by any one before the end [p. 58] of the second ecn- 
tury, or the heginning of the third. IJrenseas, between the 
middle and the end of the second century, wroie a large work 
against heresy, in which he has quoted St. John’s First Epistle, 
affirming distinctly that the Antichrists which John opposed, 
and against whont all his expressions of hostility were directed, 
were the Gnosiie Christians. This will appear from a passage 
in Irenaens, which will be shortly quoted with advantage, 

Jt is Tertullian who first states that Jolin opposed two 
classes of what he esteemed to be heresy, the Gnostic, and 
that of Ebion,’ or the proper Unitarian. IIo says that when 
John alluded to those who denied that Christ had eume fa tha 
flesh, he meaut the Gnosties ; but that he meant the doctrine of 
Ebion, when speaking of those persons who thought that Jeans 
was not the Son of God. f 

In ansWer to this view, I ought strictly to confine my re- 
marks to John’s allusions to a disbelief in the Son of God, 
passing by the other controversial expressions as on all hands 
admitted to have been directed, not against Uniturians, but 
against the Gnostics. 

But I must deviate from this course, and consider both eases, 
for a particular reason. Dr. Horsley, in his controversy with 


2 
vulsio οἶσθ, que falsd copnominatur scientia, ut eanfondaret eos et sun- 
deret cos, quoniam unus Deus qui omnia fecit per verbum suum. et non 
quemadmodam ili dicunt, alterem quidem Fabrieatorem, aliam autem 

Jatrem Domini, ete, Oninia igitur talia circumseribere volens discipnins 
Domini, et regulam veritatis constitnere in ecclesia, quia est auas Deng 
oninipotens, qui per verbum suum omnis fecit, οὐ visthilia et invisihifin: 
significans quoque quoniam per verbum per quoi Dena perfecit eonditio- 
nem in hoe et salutem his qui in conditions sant preestitit hominibns ; 
sic inchoavit in ea qua est xecundam evangelinm doctrina. In principio 
erat varbum, ete. Adv. Iaer. Lib, IIT, ap. 11, 

* For an explanation concerning Ebion, see page 83. 

T At in epistola cos maxime antichristos vocat, qui Christm negarent 
in carne venisse, et qui non putarent Jesom esse flium Dei. Lad Mar- 
cion, hoe Hebion vindicavit. — IIee sunt, ut arhitror, penera doctrinarum 
adulterinamm, que suh apostolis fuluse ab ipsis apostolis discimus, 
De Pre. Her, Sect. 38, 34. 
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Dr. Priestley, admitting that the expressions about Christ’s 
having come in the flesh referred solely to the Gnostics,* 
nevertheless affirmed that they implied on the part of the 
writer a belief in the pre-existing divinity of Christ, and a 
censure on Unitarianism.t 1 John iv. 1, 2, 3: “ Beloved, 
believe not every spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of 
God; because many false prophets are gone out into the 
world. Hereby know ye the Spirit of God. Every spirit 
that confesseth that Jesus Christ 7s come in the flesh, is of God. 
And every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ ¢s come 
in the flesh, is vot of God; and this is that spirit of Antichrist, 
whereof ye have heard that it should come; and even now 
already is it in the world.” Dr. Ilorsley thinks that the re- 
marks which occur in these verses concerning Christ’s having 
come in the flesh implied the notion of a pre-existent state, 
from which Christ might have come in some other way than in 
the flesh, but from which he actually came in the flesh. Other- 
wise Dr. lorsley believes that John’s phraseology was nuga- 
tory.{ For he argues that no respectable writer, sneaking of 
any one who, as a mere man, did not possess the power of 
coming otherwise than in the flesh, would have satd of this 
person that he had actually come in the flesh, such an expres- 
sion [p. 56 being altogether unnecessary concerning a human 
being, who had not the choice of two different ways of coming. 
Now, I grant that no respectable writer, that no writer having 
common sense, would, ἧι ordinary circumstances, have said of 
any man concerning whom he wrote, that he had come in the 
fiesh, or (which is the same thing) that he was truly a human 
being. Lut there is a chance of peculiar circumstances in 
which this might have been said, not only without censure, but 
with approval. If it were affirmed by a numerous body of 
persons, and in the most open and persevering manner, tliat 
the object of a writer’s memorial, being a man, had not come in 
the flesh, or was not truly a human being, what should the 
writer in vindication say concerning him of whom he wrote, 
but that he was actually a man, that he did actually come in 
the flesh? Bat this is precisely the object of John’s remarks. 
The Guostic Christians denied that Christ had come iu the 
flesh ; John censures this erroneous opinion, and in opposition 


% Dr, Morsley's Tracts, p. 120. + Ibid., pp. 120, 121. 
ἢ Ibid, p. 123. ; » Pp. 120, 
6%. 
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to it recommends the truth that Jesus Christ was properly a 
man. Dr. Horsley kuew thi-, and confessed this; yet af. 
firmed neverthcless that John’s expressions about Christ's 
coming in the Jlesh are not sufficiently accounted for, without 
involving the condemnation of Unitarianism.* 

That my readers may know more satisfactorily the weak- 
ness of Dr. Horsley’s view, I will lay down a few hints on the 
opinion of the Gnosties concerning Christ.f J have already 
mentioned (ut page 61) that the basis of the Gnostic philo-o- 
phy was a belief that all matter was essenttully ect, and an 
annoyance to whatever was spiritual; but that God was a 
being entirely free from evil, And as a consequence of this, 
I mentioned (at page 62) that the Gnostics thought that the 
world was not made by God himself, a perfectly benesolent 
Spirit, but by another and less perfect Creator, A second 
consequence will now be stated, bearing immediately on our 
present subject. The Gnostics expected that the all-henevo- 
lent God would send g Divine messenger, who should be a 
purely spirtteul being, one of the Eons out of Lis ᾿λήρωμα, 
or fulness, for the purpose of delivering mankind from their 
subjectiontto the evils that result from matter. When, there- 
fore, some of them saw or heard of the miracles of our Saviour, 
and could not resist the conviction that he was ordained hy 
God, performing wonders by God’s power, they found them 
selves compelled, on confessing lis claims as the eapeeted 
meang of their deliverance, either to renounce the opinion 
which led them to expect a purely spirtfual Kon, or cl to 
reconcile our Saviour’s cireumstances with their preconceived 
and stillloved view. Accordingly they took the latter [p. G0] 
alternative, They invented the hypothesis, that Jesus of Naz- 
areth, the person who taught, wrought miracles, lived a life of 
holiness and picty, suffered, died, and rone again, was not ac- 
inally the Céris¢, but rather a shrine or regoptacle, in wh.ch 
the Christ, a Divine Eon, who was entirely spiritual, dwelt 
for a certain portion of time. Some of them said that Jesus 
of Nazareth, the shrine in which the Christ dwelt, was a hu~ 
man being; these were they who, whatever was their name 


* Dr. Horsley’s Tracts, pp. 120, 121. 

Τ᾿ Diawn up after a comparison of what has been written on this sub- 
ject by Mosheim, Lardner, Michaelis, Priestley, aud Horsley himself: 
and, among the ancients, by Trenmus. 
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at first, were soon called Cerinthians, after their principal 
guide, Cerinthus. Others said that Jesus of Nazareth, the 
mask under which the Christ dwelt, was a phantom, or human 
being in appearance; these were the Docetes. But both 
equally denied that the Christ, or Divine Eon, had come in 
the flesh. Both maintained that the Christ was an ¢nvisible 
spiritual being, while that which was visible, whether a man 
or a phantom, was only Jesus of Nazarcth. Against both 
parties, most probably, St. John wrote, declaring that Christ 
had actually come in the flesh, was actually a man, and not ἃ 
spiritual Eon, which merely dwelt for a short time, whether 
in connection with a man or with a phantom. 

Let us now review St. John’s commendations of a belief 
in “the Son of God,” commendations which were called 
forth, as I think, like his other remarks which we have con- 
sidered, in consequence of the heresy of the Gnostics. 1 John 
iv. 15: “ Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of God, 
God dwelleth in him, and he in God.” Ch. v. 5: “ Who is he 
that overcometh the world, but he that believeth that Jesus ἐᾷ 
the Son of God?” Ver. 10: “ Ile that believeth on the Son 
of God hath the witness in himself; he that believeth not 
God, hath made him a liar; because he believeth not the rev- 
ord that God gave of his Son.” Ver. 12; “ He that hath the 
Son hath life; aud he that hath not the Son of God hath not 
lite.” Both the Cerinthians and the Docetes atlirmed that 
Jesus of Nazareth was a mere receptacle in which the Christ 
dwelt, as I have said, and not the Christ himself, who was a 
spiritual being. Now it was to the Christ, thus distinguished 
from Jesus, that these Guostics attached all their ideas of 
glory, including the title of Sow of Ged. Tt followed, there- 
fore, that they must deny that Jesus, the mere receptacle of 
the Chri-t, was the Son of God, confining that name to the 
Divine Eon. And this denial they certainly made. They 
said that the Christ was the Son of God, but that Jesus was 
not; thus provoking the rebuke of the Apostle John, as 
ree persons who were in reality disbelieving the Son of 

od. 

This view is proved by John’s Epistle itself, and ecclesias- 
tical history bears it out. That it was those who separated 
the Christ from Jesus who also denied the Son of God, accord- 


* Sco Michaelis, Introd, Vol. TY. pp. 409, 410. 
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ing to John, is proved by two [p. 611 verses in his Epis- 
tle, chap. v. ver. 1: “ Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the 
Christ is born of God.” Ver. 5: “ Who is he that overcometh 
the world, but he that believeth that Jesus is the Sor of God?” 
Tt is evident from these two verses, that a belief that Jesus of 
Nazareth was ihe Chrisi, and not a different person, was 
thought by John to be synonymous with the belief that Jesus 
was the Son of God, and not a different person. ‘This view is 
also suggested by chap. ii. ver. 22: “ Who is a liar but he that 
denieth that Jesus is the Christ? Te is Antichrist that de- 
nieth the Father and the Son.” 

I shall now quote from Irenxus the passage which I before 
promised, to prove that in his opinion those persons who de- 
nied that Jesus was the Christ were the same with those who 
denied that he was the Son of God, being the Gnosties, who 
separated the Christ, the Sou of God, from Jests ; and also to 
prove that those who denied Jesus to be the Christ, and to be 
the Son of God, were the same with those who disbelie ed 
that the Christ, the Son of God, had come in the flesh, being 
the same Gnostics who separated their Eon Christ, the Son of 
God, from* Jesus of Nazareth. Irenwus thus writes: “The 
Gospel acknowledges no other Son of Man, execpt him who 
was born of Mary, and who suffered. It knows nothing of 
the * Christ’ flying from Jesus previous to his passion. Tt 
knows only him who was born, viz. Jesus, the CArist, the Son 
of Gad, who, still the same person, suffered and rose again 
from the dead; as John the dixviple of the Lord confirms, 
saying, ‘But these are written, that ye might believe that 
Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that, believing, ye 
might have life through his name’;* guarding against thoge 
blasphemous doctrines which prvipz the Lord as much ns 
possible, affirming him to consist of this substance and of the 
other. On which account, also, he (John) hath testified in his 
Kpistle: ‘ Little children, it is the last time; and as yo have 
heard that Antichrist shall come, even now are there many 
Antichrists ; whereby we know that it is the last time. They 
went out from ua, but they were not of us; for if they had 
been of us, they would no doubt have continued with us; but 
they went out that they might be made manifest that they 
were not all of us. ‘ Who isa liar but he that denieth that 


----- 


* John xx, 81. ὦ 1 1 dohn ἢ, 18, 19, 
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Jesus is the Christ?’* This is Antichrist.—- That homi- 
eidal opinion of theirs, which diminishes and DIvipEs into 
picees the Son of God, was what the Lord forewarned us to 
beware of, and what his Apostle Jolin, in his Epistle, enjoins 
us to shun, saying, ‘ For many deccivers are entered into the 
world, who confess not that Jesus Christ is come ta the flesh. 
This is a deceiver and an Antichrist. Look to j ourselves that 
(ye) lose not those things which (ye) have wrought’ 7 And 
again, in his Epistle, he says: ‘Many false prophets are gone 
out into the [p. §2] world. Tlereby hnow ye the spirit of 
God ; every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in 
the flesh, is of God’; | and every spirit that prvipes Jesus 
Christ is not of God, but of Antichrist. On which account he 
again says in his Epistle: ‘ Whosoever believeth that Jesus is 
the Christ, is born of God,’ § well knowing that Jesus the 
Christ is ONE and the SAME, to whom the gates of heaven 
were opened ;—~who shall also in the very same flesh in 
which he suffered come again, revealing the glory of his 
Father.” | 


*1 John ii. 29. + 2John 7,8. ° 

t 1 John iy. 1, 2. § 1 John v. 1. 

| Non ergo alterum filium hominis novit evangelium, nisi hane qni ex 
Maria, qui ct passus est. Sed neque Christum avolantem ante passionem 
ab Jesn, sed bune qui natus est Jewum Chiistum novit Dei Filium, et 
eundem hune passum resuriexisse, quemadmodum Joannes Domini dis- 
cipulas confirmat dicens: Hzec autem scripta sunt ut credatis, quoniam, 
Jesus ast Christus Filius Dei, et ut eredentes vitam τοῖσι τὰ habvatis in 
uomine ejus: providens has blasphemas regulas qux dividunt Dominusn 
quantum ex ipsis attinet, ex altera οἱ altera substantia dicentes eum fac- 
tum. Propter quod ct in epistola tua sic testificatus est nobis: Filioli, 
novissima hora est, οὐ quemadmotlum andistis, quoniam Antichristus 
venit, nune Antichristi multi facti sunt, unde cognoscimus qnoniam no- 
vissima hora est. JEx nobis exierunt, sed non e1ant ex uobis; si enim 
fuissent ex nobis, permansissent utique nobiseum ; sed ut manifestaren- 
tur quoniam non sunt ex nobis. Cognoscite ergo quoniam omne men- 
daeium extrancum est, et uon est de veritate, Quis est mendax, nisi 
gui negat, quoniam Jesusnon est Christus. ΠΙῸ est Antichristus, ete., 
etc, Sententia enim corum homicidialis Leos quidem plures confingens, 
et Paties multos simulans, comminuens autem ct per multa dividens 
Filiam Dei; quos ct Dominus nobis cavere praedixit, οὐ dis: ipalus ejas 
Jounnes in predicts epistola fugere cos preecepir, dicens: Multi sedue- 
tores exferunt in hune mundum, qui non eontrentur Jesam Chiistum in 
earne vented. Tic est seductor et Antichristus, Videte cos, ne perda- 
tis quod operati estis. Es rursus in epistola ait: Multi psendo-prophetsz 
exicrunt de seculo; in hoc cognoscite spiritum Dei. Oninis spiritus qui 
ontitetur Jesum Christum in carne yenisse ox Deo est. Et omnis spi- 
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Only one other subject connected with John’s writings re. 
mains to be considered. My readers may inquire, why do I 
not recollect the important verse in John’s First Epistle, 
“ For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, 
the Word, and the Uoly Ghust: and these three are one” 
(1 John v.7)? Is not this, it may be asked, a clear and 
undeniable proof of the Trinity? Perhaps it was on account 
of this verse, containing so expressive a declaration of the 
Trinity, that the orthodox Fathers held Jolin in esteem above 
the other sacred writers, in whose works [p. 89] no sinilar 
verse, or one appruachiug to it, is to be found. No, my read- 
ers, You must learn that this verse was vot written by St 
John. None of the Fathers of the first four centuries could 
have thought of Jolin in councetion with it, a. worthy of praise 
or not, for they never saw the verse. It is ἃ forgery of the lat 
ter end of the fifth century, and probably not for many centu- 
ries afterwards did it, as an interpolation, make its way among 
the manuscripts of the Latin version. It is not to be found 
now in any Latin manuseript earlier than the μέρ ἦν century, 
nor in any Greek manuscript carlier than the jifleeuth eon- 
tury. It has been rejected as spurions by many of the most 
learned divines of Iiurope, Trinitarian, Arian, and Unitarian. 
See the evidence against its genuineness in the uccumpanying 
map. 


ποτ --,0.- τ ,,ὄᾷϑΜ..-........ 


ritas qui solvit Jesum Christam, non est ex Deo, sed ex Antichisto est. 
Hoe autem similia sunt ilh quod in Evangelia dietam est, quoniam ver- 
bum caro factun est, et habitavit in nobis. Propter quod risus in ¢pis- 
tola clamat: Omnis qui Gedit, quia Jesns vst Christus, ax Dea natin est, 
unum ot eundem seiens Jisum ΟἿ ἰδίαι, cui aperte sunt ports cei, 
propter carnalom cjus aseumiptionem qui etiam im eadem carne, nm qua 
pasos est, venit, gloriam reveluns Pate. Ady. Loor. Lik. ili, c, 13, 


STATEMENT oF 
AGAINST THE GENUVINENESS OF 1 JOHN v. 7, wing 


er tent 


The spurions words ure here printed in 


Ver, 7.— For there are three that hear reeord [fn heaven, the Father, the Wore 
bear vit: is in carth,| the spirit, and the water, and the bland ; and these threo ag 
The only genuine words of St. John in this passage are as follows: — “For ¢] 
these three agree in one,” that is, they ayrvee in their testimony concerning Chris 


f ae evidence to prove that the test inchvled within brackets is spurious, fs as | 
ὍΣΟ ΩΣ ταὶ 

1 This text is not to be found in any Greek MS.* earlier than the fifteenth cen. |: 
tury,f or, as some rather think, πὰ any Gropk MS, eurher than the sixteonth ἢ, 
coutury.f ‘The Greck MSS § coutainng dr. Johu’s Pirst Epistle, aud omitting this [1 
text, "mounted to ONE HUVDRED ARDY TWHLYE when Mr. Porson wrote againat 
Arehdencon Travis.|| Several othor M58. have smeo been discovered, all of them 
agrecing in the same omission. The ouly Greck MSS. which the advocates for |: 
this text have urged in its οἵ χορ ara three; two of which have been proved 
to be of the fifteanth century if not rather of the sixteenth, and the third ta be of 
the seventeenth century. 

ἘΠ. The text is not tobe found in any Latin MS. eorlier than tho ninth contury.{ 
Tt is aleo omitted in many of the Inter Lathe MSS. {ny those MSS. in which it 
oconrs there are many vuriations of this ver.c; there are frequent additions, omis- 
sions, tnd alteratiuus of particular wards; in some casey the verse precedes the 

resent 8th verse, aud in ofher cases ib follows ii; sometimes it is not written in 
ie text, bub in the margin; sometime, by the same bund that transerihed the 
whole manuseript; somutines by a later hand ; sometimes ib occurs after an 
erasure.** All this gives rise to the suspicion of furgery. In three MSS. which 
Bishop Burnet saw, tf the disputed text, cauing after the prasent oth, was joined 
by the phrase “just us’ (siewl)}, leading us ta think that it was at first a marginal 
eonmmentary and then a textual addition, after the following way: For there are 
mee cee 1 witness (in carth), fe, ust as there are three that bear record in 

euven,”' So. 

UL This text did not oreur in any of tha other ancient versions besides tha 
Latin, It is not found in the MSS. (1.) of the ald Syriac, (2. of the Inter Svriag by 
Philoxenus, (3.) of the later Syriae revised by Thomas Weracloonsis; nor (4.) in the 
Coptic version; nor (6, 6.) in either of the Arahic versions; nor (7.) in the rand 
version; nor (8.) in the Slavonic; nor (4) in the Armenian; nor (16.} in the 
hidic vorsion.§§ 2 

IV. This text was never quoted by any of the Greck Βα πον, whether thay 
entertained low or high opinions concerning the Trinity. Various other prvsages 
of Seviptaro were frequently yaoted to Rag the existence of threa persons fn ane : 
God; but this verse was naver once alluded to. although it is the only text in! 
Scripture that is actually to the point in support of the Trinity, and is the com , 
monplace proof of motern Trinitarian systems, , 

¥. This text was not quoted by any Latin authority before the end of the fifth 

f 
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* Maxnecript. Belsham’s Inquiry, p, 236. Ἴ 
ἃ Profoxsnr Porzon’s Letter to Krolideaton Travia, pp. lf. ie Rengel, a candid δᾶνό-" 
oats for thid verse, was of this opinion. Soa Michaeliy’s Introd, Fol. LV, p. 41% : 
§ Manuscripts Letters, Ὁ. 131. Ἵ Relvham, Ὁ, 235, 
*% Porson, pp. 142, 148 f thid., i 148, £& Thid., pp. 400, 401. 
See Michdetia, Vol. TV. p, 418. Poraon, pp, 157 -- 808, Belsham, p. 237. 
Michaelis, Vai. TY, p. 418. 


THE EVIDENCE 


H CONTAINS Tl THREE HEAVENLY WITNESSES. 
To face page 70 


italics and included within brackets, 


1, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one. Ver. 8 And there are three that 
ree in one. 

here are three that bear record, the spirit, and the water, and the bluod; and 
it. 


ceniury, when it is supposed to have been inserted into the margins of a very few 
Latin MSS.* But it was still»o little kuown, evon in the eighth century, that Bede 
who then flonrished, and who has conmmented on the whole of the ath chapter of 
John’s First Epistle, does nat mention the verse, although he was « critic, and innst 
have been acquainted with MSS.{f Betweon the time of Bede’s death and the 
niuth century, au impostor, under shelter of the name of Jerame, wrote a Prologue 
to Jerome’s Latin translation of the Catholic Epistles, in whieh he declared his 
reasons for believing the sennineness of the text, maintaining that it had been kept 
out of the Latin MbS. by translators, but that he thought if to be his duty to re- 
store it to its proper place. On the faith of this Prologue, which was believed in an 
iguorant age, by the members of the Roman Church, to have been the work of 

prone, (though it has been proved 10 be ἢ forgery of the ninth century,}) the verse 
was thought fo be genuine. This was tho reason why, after the ninth century, 
the text was added mm so many MSS. of the Latin version used by the Ruman 
Church, while it was wanting in the Greek MSS&., and in the MSS. of all the other 
old versions besides the Latin. 

Some of the Latin futhers who did not quote the 7th vorse of 1 John v. auLe- 
eortzep the &th verse, In PROOF oF THE Txrnity. I conclude fromethis, not only 
that they were ignorant of the 7th verse, but also that this allegorical use of the 
three (enrthly) wituesses in the Sth verse was what gave rise to the introduction of 
the other three. || 

VL. In cousequonce of the preceding evidence against the gonuineness of this text, 
{t was omitted in some of the best of the printed editions of the Greek Testament; 
viz. (1, 2.) in the first two efitions of Einsmus, in 1616 and 1518-19; (8.) in the 
‘edition of Aldus, in 1518; (4.) in the edition of Strasburg, in 1624; (5.) in the adi- 
tien of Colinaans, at Paris, in 15345 (0.} in the edition of Uaguonau, in 1581; (7.) in 
;the edition of Harwoorl; (8) of Matthei; and (0) of Griesbach.{ Tt was marked 
aa doubtful in the edition of Zuinglius and Bullinger, and in the editions of Bowyer 
‘and Kuapp.  Westein marked it as nndogbtedly spurious, but it was lus object to 
publish the Received Text unaltered. 

| VIL The text was also omitted in Luther's printed translation of the New Tes- 
| tament. Luther translated the Greek: Testament into German, and not only omitted 
the verse in his first edition, but refused to reccive it into any subsequent edition.+* 
In the old English Bibles of Henry the Eighth and of Ndward the Sixth, the text 
was printed in small types, or included within brackets. The same was the case 
with Queen Elizabeth’s Bible of 1566. It was between the years 1568 and 1580 
that the words of the text began to be printed as they now are; but it is unknown 
@n whose anthority this change was made. Ὁ} 

YL The verse is altogether unnecessary in the place where it now stands; and 
ἣν is even an obstruction to the argent of the whole context, as will appear to 
any one upon inspection, 


tn, ‘ 
** Porson, pp. 400, 401, Thid., p. 982. + Thid., p. 298, 

Pg Ti 291-308, [ aici, Vol. LV. pp. 484, 436.: f Relsliain, p, 240, 
:&* See Michaelis, Vol. IV. p. 439, tt Belsham, p. 211. 
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CILAPTER V. 


Or run Reat Sourcrs or Trrvrrarianrisv, AND IN PARTIC- 
ULAR THE INFLULNCE oF Tin ΠΕΡΙ PHILosoray ΟΝ 18 
Minps or Sprevtaring Curistran Waritprs. 


I nave Tittle doubt that a vague, unguarded, undiserimi- 
nating veneration for Jesus Christ was ane cause which con- 
tributed to his deification (an important step in the construc. 
tion of Trinitarianism). How many men in ancient times, 
who did service to their contemporaries, and were eminently 
raised by their virtues, talents, or even successes, above oth- 
ers, were elevated by their wuthinking admirers to the dignity 
of gods? Was not this the origin of the Greek Mythology ? 
Ii τα not, then, to be wondered at, that Jesus of Nazareth, who 
spake as “never man spake,” who did miracles such as no 
other person was enabled by God to perform, and whose life, 
death, resurrection, and ascension were one grand chain of 
marvels, should be thought by his followers, in an age, and in 
ages, subsequent to his disappearance from earth, to have been 
much more than ἃ son of man, When it was forgotten, or but 
slightly called to mind, who it was by whose power Jesus 
Christ was capacitated to beywhat he was. 

I say that I consider a vague and undiscriminating admira- 
tion of Jesus Christ to have been one canse of the notion of 
his deity; a notion which interferes with the prerogative of 
the Almighty Father, and dest oys the justness of’ our concep- 
tions of Him. But whose fault was this? Was the doctrine 
of the deity of Christ a fair inference from his miracles and 
virtues? Not atall. Because the sun gives light and heat, 
fructifies the sead of the earth, causes the bud of spring, the 
flower of summer, and the fruits of autumn to appear, and con- 
fers happiness on the human race, it is [p. 81} not surely right 
to infer, although the inference has been drawn by millions, that 
the sun is ἃ god, or the God of the universe. Ougit the sun, 
then, to have been removed frum his place to have prevented 
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the Persian from building temples to Lis honor? If not, we 
eannot blame the miracles of Christ, or regiet their perform. 
ance, although the multitude of Ins profes-cd followets have, 
from an eaaly period, thoughtlessly cnough, made this one 
giound for exalting him into comparison, more or Jess, with 
that Supreme Being, by whose power, employed through 
Jesus Christ, the miracles were really done* Men must re- 
flect, and ietract their wrong opinion, loosely formed. And 
no doubt, after it shall have been withdrawn, Christians will 
not again fall hack ov such an erior; being taught by past 
experience to discriminate wisely. Correct opinions and con- 
duct in individuals in all the walks of ordinary life, are the 
results of time and of experience, often after many errors. 
Even so iy it with the most important views and feelings of 
the musses of men. But truth will, in the course of time, pre- 
yail, and reap all the security of a final triumph, 

Along with a vague admiration of Christ’s power and merit, 
some portion of fulse shame, on being reviled by their enemies 
as the disciples of a crucified man, must have had an influence 
on many of the early Christians, to induce them to form an 
opinion of their master having pre-exisi¢d as a Divine Intelli- 
gence. We know that to the Jews Christ crucified way “a 
stumbling-block, and unto the Giveks foolishness.” There- 
fore, a desire on the part of those who professed his name to 
cxalt him above the reproach of crucifixion might instigate 
them to fancy, and then to assert, him to have been a divine 
being or person, whose haan nature only suffered. 

Nor were there wanting pome things in Scriptare to coun- 
tenance this view of a pre-existing divinity in Christ; the 
minds of iuterpreters being first prepared for such speculation. 
For Scripture has been construed to suit the thonghts of many 
inventors in different ages. For example, when our Lord 
says that he “came down from heaven” (John vi. 38) to 
promote the service of God, nothing more was meaut, most 
likely, than that he came forth from the retirement in which 
he had held communion with heaven on the nature of his mis- 
sion, iis method of execution, and its future expected results. 
This recvives explanation from Paul's remark, where he 
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speaks of our conversation (that is, the life and conduct of 
Christians) as being ἐν heaven (Philip. ii. 20) ; not intimat- 
ing the paradox of a personal presence in the celestial world 
on the part of Christians who were yet upon earth, but of a 
life in conformity to, and in communion with, the [p. 63] 
mind of God. Yet this expression of Christ, that he came 
down from heaven, might casily convey the idea of pre-exisi- 
ence and divinity to wonder-loving and credulous minds; to 
men forgetful that Christ was a Jew, the descendant of Da- 
vid, and that he had throughout his life shown all the proper- 
ties of a human being, and nothing more, except what was 
given to him by God for certain ends. 

In like manner, there were expressions of Chiist concern- 
ing the close relation in which he stood to God, as a son toa 
father, which were also liable to misconception: “ No man 
Lnoweth the Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any man 
the Father, save the Son, and he to whomscever the Son will 
reveal him.” (Matt. xi. 27.) But what if such a passage as 
this has been construed to favor the notion that Christ, before 
he was born among men, had a divine nature, 7a which, and 
én consequence of which, he held a very intimate go-existence 
and communion with the Supreme Being? Tave not other 
passages been thought to countenance the doctiines of Tran- 
substantiation; of Penance aud the remission ΟἹ sins by eccle- 
sinatics ; of Roman infallibility; and of persecution? Take, 
for instanee, the words of our Saviour, “ Trius is my body,” 
and “ Tims is my blood.” (Matt. πανὶ, 26,28; Mark xiv. 
22,21) If we interpret Chrit’s language Mterally, without 
thinking on the nature of the case, we are forced to believe 
that a piece of bread was the Lord’s actual body, and that a 
portion of wine was his actual blood; to such extravagancy 
are we driven, if we do not exercise our reason sufficiently, 
and with eare. It is only by a deliberate reflection on the 
words of Christ and of his Apostles tliat we can gain an accu- 


% Which may be thas explained: No man knew the purpose for 
which Chiist was sent abroad among men, und the purity of his inten- 
tions and conduct, so thoroughly as He who sent him, even the Et rnak 
Father, and no man was so acquainted with the character and plans of 
the Kteinal Father as Jesus Christ, who was elected to be his Son, in- 
spired with moe than ordinary wisdom, and Ἴ ΤΣ shove any pre- 
ceding p as to understand and to teach the Lnowledge of the Deity 
to mankind, 
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rate Christian knowledge. And if such attention to the fair 
seuse of the words of Christ and hi, Apostles was moé made a 
particular point by imaginative piofessors of the Gospel in 
early ages, we need uot be surprised that they went on to 
conceive of their Master as of a God, in accordance with a 
vague admiration of him, and a desire to escape from the 
obloquy of the cross. 

But what contributed more than all to the formation of 
Trinitarianism was the influence of the Greek philosophy ; 
not meaning by that the religious and moral doctrine of An- 
axagoras and of Socrates, but such chimerical fancies as were 
but too familiar to many Grecks, at and after the time of 
Christ. In other words, [ refer to the influence of that philos- 
ophy which has been called the Platonic, because its culliva- 
tors pretended [p. §G§] to borrow their notions principally, 
among other writers, fiom Plato; but which ought more prop- 
erly to be styled the Pseudo-Platonic,’ because it arose from 
a misconception on many points, rather than a strict interpre- 
tation, of Plato’s language. Now I contend, that speculating 
Christians, from Justin Martyr and Clement of Alexandria 
down to Austin and Chrysostom, who had Jearned (some of 
then previous to conversion) this Psewdoe-Platente philosophy 
from the Greck schools, were they wha brought the several 
parts of Trinitariunism by degrees forward, by means of their 
writings, dogmatical and controversial, including their com- 
mentaries on Scripture, their works drawn up against heretics, 
and their defences of the Christian religion as they under- 
stood it. 

We have already (Chap. TV.) seen something of the perni- 
cious nature of the Gnostic philogophy, which, even in the time 
of the Apostles, was operating to the disadvantage of Chris- 
tianity. But we are now to take a view of the inflnence of 
another, viz. the Pseudo-Platonie, which actually sveceeded in 
marring the doctrine of the Gospel in its acceptation by the 
Church. The points in this philosophy which assisted in the 
formation of Trinitarianism may be stated under the three 
following heads: First, the doctrine of the pre-eristence of 
souls, in its application to Jesus Christ. §ocond, the doctrine 
uf a Second Divine Principle, called the Alind or Reason of 
God, different from the Supreme Deity. And third, the doc 
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trine concerning the Svul of the world, as ἃ Third Disine 
Prinviple. 

1. Plato himeelf had taught the opinion of the pre-eristenee 
of all souls.* He maintained that the souls of men had been 
originally intended for celestial residences which God had as- 
signed for them; but that (for some cause or other) they 
were sent down into human bodies as into a sepulchre or 
prison.f Plato was so strongly impressed with this opinion, 
that he made use of it as one of Ins arguments for a future 
life; thinking that from the pre-eristence there was ἃ stiong 
probability in favor of the future existence of souls. 

Now this notion of the pre-existence of souls was, from 
Plato, communicated to his followers, some of whom held it so 
lute as the third and fourth centuries after Christ, as Plotinus 
and Jamblichus among heathens, f and Origen and Lactantius 
among philosophizing Christians.§ And if others of the latter 
class did not defend it as a truth, all were certainly fumiliar 
with it as a part of Platonism and of their Platonic education. 

What, then, I ask, was more likely than that this notion (of 
the pre-esistence of the intelligent part of man), since it was 
well hnown to [p. 8%] philosophizing Christians, ghould have 
been applied by them to the case of so extraordinary a person 
as Jesus Christ, those who believed with Plato, or who bad 
even only learned of him, inquiring whether anything in 
Christ had pre-existed in a higher state than his humble 
earthly condition? and how? that they might account for the 
Saviour’s miracles and purity of life, even though they should 
not again make use of the notion of the pre-eaistence of souls 
in reference to any common case. ΤῸ is certain that Christ's 
pre-exisience was a thought hich came readily enough to the 
minds of philosophizing Christians in the second and third cen- 
turies, after it had been altogether unknown in the apostolic 
age; that is,as I should say, it came with sufficient case to 
men acquainted with the Platonic idea of the pre-existence of 
souls, alter a profound ignorance on the subject by those who 
were plain and unlearned followers of Jesus of Nazarcth. 

2. Plato, who had tanght the doctrine of One Great First 
Cause, who is above all things, and the Maker of the Uni- 
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verse, believed that His method of creation was conducted ac- 
cording to curtain patterns, images, or ideas, existing from 
eternity in [is own mind.' The philosopher has occasion in 
his writings to speak very offen of these patterns or ideas, and 
of the Divme Mind in which they eternally existed ; these 
subjects, indeed, forming an important part of his metaphysi- 
cal system. But the consequence of this frequent reference, 
and in an obscure manner, to the Divine Mind, was the infer- 
ence, on the part of many of Plato’s follow ers, that their master 
taught the doctrine of a Serond Divine Principle, called the 
ΠΗ μα οἵ God, or the Reason of God, distinet trom God himself, 
who was the First Great Cause.] 

Plato himself’ probably had no notion that this conclusion 
would be drawn; nor hay it, indeed, been interred by his most 
respectable admirers, as Cicero, who was well qualified to 
judge on this subject, and Apuleius and Alcinons, who wrote 
commentaries on Plato in the second and third centuries after 
Christ.[ But it was enough that the inference was a Ukely 
one, (owing to Plato’s repetitions and obscurity of language,) 
to justify many of his imaginative and fanciful disaiples in 
drawing it» among whom were some who bee une converts to 
Christianity, still retaining an esteem and affection for Vato, 
their first instructor. 

Concerning these last, I would ask, 15 it not likely that, 
seeking to reconcile the doctrine (as they widersteod it) of 
Plato, their first master, with that of Christ, their new one, 
they would endeavor to find, if possible, the Second Divine 
Principle of their Platoni¢ system in the New [p. 68] ‘Testa- 
ment? It is known from their pwn testimony that they did 
thus acl; and itis alvo known, thas they satisfied themselves that 
they had found their Second Principle in the * word” of God 
described by St. John in his Introduction to his Gospel. For 
one of the terms which Plato uses in speaking of the Jind of 
God is LOGOS; and the same term, LOGOS, is what John 
employed in his Introduction to denote the word of God ; from 
which coincidence the philosophizing Christians, rather than 
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renounce their philosophy, inferred from John, as they had 
before done from Plato, (and without suflicient reason from 
either,) the doctrine of a Second Divine Principle or Person. 

8. Plato had held the nution that the world, afler it was 
formed by God out of primeval matter, received from iis Archi- 
tect a Soul, which was compounded of Gud’s own substance 
and of matter; meaning, consequently, a ereated Soul.* 

But Plato, in some parts of his works, when speaking of the 
world as animated by Soul, employs language of a higher and 
more dignified nature T than way suited to a principle compo~ed 
of spirit and of seater, Some of his disciples, therefore, con- 
cluded that he entertained the notion of twe Souls, the one of 
which was Mundane, { that is, inhabiting the world, (which 
was in reality Plato’s idea,) and the other Super-mundane, 
being entirely of spiritual origin, and the Z’hird Principle in 
the Deity § (which was the addition of Plato’s followers). 

Whether it was with ἃ notion in their minds of the Idendane 
Soul, or of the Super-mundane of Platonism, that philoso- 
phizing Christians came to the study of the Scriptures, it 
would be difficult to say; but I rather think that it was with 
the latter notion, in the case of most of them. Iteis certain 
that they interpreted the texts of Scripture, which introduce 
the Spirit of God, the Spirit, the Holy Spirit, to accord with 
the idea which they had formed as Platonists concerning some 
Third Principle, called the Soul or Spirit of the world. 

Tu order to form an adequate conception of the force of 4 
chimerival interpretation of Plato, in giving birth to Trinita- 
rianivm, we ought to take some notice of the docirine of the 
Trinity, as it was taught in one of the heathen schools of Alex- 
andria in the third and fonrth eenturies. Not that this school 
was ignorant of the doctrine of the Christians ; || for it pro- 
fessed to burrow from all systems whatever was good in each, 
and on this account has been called the Eclectic, or selecting 
school of philosophy.{ But its principal object of admiration 
was Plato; its members called themselves followers of that 
master, froin whose writings chielly they undertook to prove 
their system.** The founder of this school, at [p. G69] the 
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beginning of the third century, was Ammonius Saccas; and 
some of the writings of four of its most eminent doctors, viz. 
Plotinus, Porphyry, Jamblichus, and Proclus, still exist.* 
From the works of the first and last of these four, Dr. Cud- 
worth, in bis Intellectual System, has taken many quotations 
to exhibit their views of their own Trinity, at great length. 
By a reference to those quotations it will be learned how 
boldly and unreservedly the doctrine of a Divine Trinity, 
founded on a loose interpretation of Plato, was taught in a 
school at Alexandria not professing fuith in the Christian 
religion. 

The Trinity of the Eclectic school may be thus described. 
It consisted of (1.) TO EN (τὸ ἔν), the Onn Being, who was 
self-existent, and the source of all other existence. This self- 
existent Principle was otherwise called TO AGATIION, the 
Supreme Good. (2.) NOUS or LOGOS, the Mind or Rea- 
son of God, proceeding from the former Principle, which was 
above all. And (8.) PSYCIIE, or the Soul of the world, 
inferior to both the last.f Among these three Principles there 
was a gradual subordination of the Second to the First, and 
of the Third to both the First and the Second. Still they all, 
according to Dr. Cudworth, existed from eternity, as the only 
uncreated objects;{ were:of the same divine substance or 
nature; § and were equally indestructible. || They were some- 
times called three Divine Ilypostases, sometimes three Na- 
tures, three Principles, Causes, Opificers, and even three 
Gods. Yet, taken together, they constituted One Divinity. 

Is it asked, what was the reason why the members of the 
Eclectic school (aud others before them) so interpreted Plato 
as to think him one of the fathers of such a system as Trinita- 
rianism ? or, in short, why they themselves were so fond of 
that system? J answer, that they very probably thought that 
the vast distance between the nature of the Supreme Deity 
and that of matter must be occupied by something ¢xfermediate, 
acting as a link or links between the First Cause on the one 
hand, and what was material on the other. Avcordingly, be- 
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ginning with matter, and ascending upwards, they rrould think 
that Soul, or that which merely animates, was neat above mat- 
ter; above this, Ind or futelligence, being that which per- 
ceives and directs ; and above ail, the First Great Agent, who 
existed of himself, and was the fountain of all other existence ; 
who was altugetber and supremely good, being removed fur- 
thest from matter, which contained elements of evil. Arguing 
in this manner, and filling their heads with notions of Sov, and 
of Afind or fntellect above Soul, and of Seff-extstence and Good- 
ness above all, they becaine supporters at length of a [p. 70] 
Trinity of Divine substances, causes, or principles in the God- 
head, interpreting their admired Plato to this effect. Nor will 
Dr. Cudworth say that this Trinity was much inferior to that 
of the Christian doctors who lived earlier than the fourth cen- 
tury; for he appears to be one of those students of history 
(alluded to at pages 28, 29) who were aware of the existence 
of a subvrdination in the Christian Trinity prior to thot time. 
Dr. Cudworth admits that one m'ght consider the advacates for 
the Eclectic Trinity “the more excusable, because the gener- 
ality of Christian doctors, for the first three hundred years 
aficr the Apostles’ times, plainly asserted the same (gradual 
subordination); as Justin Martyr, Athenagoras, Tatianus, 
Trenveus, the author of the Recognitions, Tertullian, Clemens 
Alexandrinus, Origen, Gregory Thaumaturgus, Dionysius of 
Alexandria, Lactantius, and many others.” * 

Perhaps I shall now be anticipated when I say, that the 
fact of the existence of Pseudo-Platonte Triniturtanism, as 
taught in the Eclectic school of Alexandria, nay, that the fact 
of the existence of this sort of ‘Trinitarianism before the foun- 
dation of that school, and ofsits having been entertained by 
many who subsequently became converts to Christianity, ἐδ ἃ 
subject well known to muny modern Trintiarians, In couse- 
queuce of this, a method has been proposed by them for pre- 
venting this whole matter from leaving an impression unfa- 
vorable to the Christian Trinity. 

Nor altogether for this purpose, in a polemical point of 
view, but also for the sake of reul satisfaction. I refer in 
particular to what has been said on this subject by Dr. Cud- 
worth, already mentioned, the learned writer of © The True 
Intellectual System of the Quiverne,” ὅσο and by Dr. Hors- 
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ley, the champion for the Trinity on behalf of the Church of 
England. 

Both of these admit the existence (in the third and fourth 
centuries) of the Eclectic doctrine of the Trinity ; both of them 
assert that the doctrine of the Trinity was actnally taught by 
Plato himself; both elege that it was known among heathens 
ateven a much earlier period; that it was received by Par- 
menides, Pythagoras, Orpheus, and the priests of early Egypt; 
and that it formed part of the Persian and Chaldean theology. 
Jn short, they give to Trinitarianism a very high Aeathen ori- 
gin, in order that they may at last biing in this conclusion, 
that it was a part of ancient tradition, first of all derived from 
God, and handed down through means of the patriarchal 
sages.* 

Now this may appear a plausible notion to those who are 
already persuaded that the Trinity was taught by Christ and 
his Apostles; in that case, indeed, it forms a probable explana- 
tion. Otherwise, it does not; but, on the contrary, seems to 
be a lame, unwarranted deduction. For how many systems 
would some agreement of ancient tradition prove? Or rather, 
[p. 41} hotr many systems would some agreement of ancient 
tradition present to us, leaving us at a loss which to choose, —~ 
how to distinguish truth from error, — the right faith from the 
false? Indeed, Ict us but once trust to tradition, and we may, 
if we please, adore “ gods many and lords many,” in compli- 
ance with the voice of idolaters from a period earlier than 
the time of Abraham. 

But { hesitate to helieve the traditionary consent in fa- 
vor of the Trinity, as it is represented by Dr. Cudworth and 
Bishop Worsley. I withhold my credence till a fuller ox~ 
hibition of the subject than they have given. 


The Pseudo-Platonic origin of the Trinity of the Chris- 
tian creeds is aptly confirmed by a point in ecelesiustical 
history, which, on account of its great interest and value, [ 
have purposely reserved for this place. I mean the fact, huw- 
ever it has been disputed by Trinitarian writers, and may at 
first sight startle thove hitherto unacquainted with it, viz. that 
the great body of the Juwist Curistians, who separated fram 
their Gentile brethren at avery early period, in order to gratify 
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thetr disposition to unite the ceremonies of the law with the 
profession of Christianity, NEVER BILICVED IN ING piity 
or Curisr, so far as their history ts known; some of them 
thinking the Suviour to hure been the son of Joseph and 
Mary, and others of Mary only by miraculous influence, but 
without any idea of his pre-eristence. This is a valuable 
point ; it is important on two distinct aceounts. On ifs being 
proved, it will show, in the first instance, the high antiquity of 
Unitarianism as the ondy known faith of the Hebrew converts 
to Christianity. Aud it will alo impress upon us, in the sec- 
ond place, how a perfeet separation fiom the Gentiles, and 
consequently from the inflnenve of the Gentile philosophy, 
acted in one instance as a preservative against Trinitarian in- 
novation; thus corroborating the view which I have been 
defending, that it was Pagan science (so called) which prin- 
cipally assisted towards the introduction of the Trinity among 
the (Gentle) churches. 

e require to understand the names in ecclesiastical his- 
tory under which the Jewish Christian separatists went, in 
order to perceive the force of the evidence for their total free- 
dom from Trinitarianism, which I am about to produce. The 
Jewish Christians go under only one name in the works of the 
earlier writers, a8 Ireneeus, Origen, and Eusebius. By these 
three men they are called Ebionites; and we may infer from 
Tertullian that this is the nagne which he also was disposed to 
give them. No other class of Jewish Christians are mentioned 
by these writers; and Origen (one of the three ju-t men- 
tioned) expressly includes in the term Ebionites ail the Jew- 
ish Christians without exception. 

In the later writers we find the Jewish Christians under 
two different names, Ebionites and Nazarenes. It is thus that 
they are brought before us by Epiplanius, Jerome, Austin, 
Theodoret, and many others. What [p.72] was the reason 
of the first solitary appellation, and what also was the reason 
of the addition which was afterwards made, will appear gradu- 
ally in the course of my remarks; and in the mean time the 
adjoining map will throw some light upon the subject. 

Let me mention one circumstance before I proceed. We 
are to suppose the city of Jerusalem to have been already 
destroyed by Titus; the Jews and Christians driven from it 
by the Roman army; and those of the latter class, who were 
of Jewish extract, being the persons of whom I am to speak, 
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retired to Pella and other places on the east side of the river 
Jordan, as a refuge. It is there, thatis, on the east otde of Jor. 
dan, that those called Ebionite~, and afterwards Ehjonites 
and Nazarenes, (by ecclesiastical writer,) existed, who will 
be shown to have been the body of Jewish Clui-tiaus, aad 
disbelievers of the deity of Christ. 


The Jewish Christian Sepuratists under the Name of 
EBIoNITLs. 


There are intimations in the book of {rts of the Aposths 
that the question about the observance of the law af Moses 
was the cause of disturbance between the Jewish and Gentile 
converts at a very ealy period. All the Apostles, including 
Paul himself, respected to a certain eatent the Mosaic rites, 
that they might not give offenee to their Uebrew brethren 
who were attached to them.“ At the same time, they decreed 
in favor of the Gentile Christians a full abslution from the 
same restraint; declaing that those who wished to turn the 
Gentiles to Judaic rites, under pretence of this change being 
necessary to salvation, were acting wrong, and hindering the 
influence of the Gospel. During this period the dewish 
Christians were distinguished from ithe Gentile beliesers by 
only such names as they of the ctreuneision, the Lebrews, and 
the brethren in Judaa. 

But after the destruction of Jernsalem, when the Jewish 
Christians, adoring fo the law of Moses, aud ἃ» much as ever 
attached to it, retired beyond Jordan, they appear to lave 
gradually fallen away from communication with the Gentile 
Christians, and to have received, when thus separmed, a new 
and distinct naine, viz. that ef Ebionites. What was the 
origin of this name? 

The unbelieving Jews were in the practice of calling all the 
believers in Christ Nazarenes,} and probably the Jewish purt 
of them in particular, coming πίονα often in contact with then. 
On the other hand, the Gentile converts did not areept this 
name, rather preferring to be called Christina, a title which 
they received first of all from the inhabitants of [p. 78] Aunti- 
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*® Acts xxi 20-26 Ver. 20 τ Thou seest, brother, how many thon- 
sands of Jews there are which believe; and they are all seafous nf’ the faw.” 

t See Acts of the Apostles, chap. xv- 

{ “A ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes.” Acts xxiv. 5, 
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och,* and afterwards from all Greeks, Romans, and barbari- 
ans throughout the empire. In this case, one might suppore 
that the Gentile believers, holding by the name οἱ Christians, 
might have conceded to the Jewish converts the other appella- 
tion of Nasarenes, to which they themselves (that is, the Jew- 
“ἃ Christians) were not, probably, disinclined. But this act 
of favor was not granted, because ihe name of Nazarenes was 
most likely thought, though inferior to that of Christians, still 
too good for men who attached importance to the faw of Moses 
after the coming of Christ. On the contrary, a term of re- 
proach seems to have been sought after; which was found in 
the appellation Ebionites, denoting poverty,t whether bodily or 
mentally; and the following appears to me to have been the 
immediate occasion of it» application to the Jewish Christians. 
We learn from several Fathers that there was a man among 
the Jewish Christians of the name of Ebion, who distinguished 
himself not a life, IIe was probably a violent partisan, who, 
coming among the Gentile bekevers, gave them annoyance 
by the boldness of his language about the importance of the 
Mosaic rites; and alo concerning the proper humanity of 
Jesus Christ, fiom which the Gentile Christians hed, in his 
time, begun to deviate, though it were only in a small degree. 
Now the Gentile Christians would very likely, as I conceive, 
when Ebion thus attracted their notice, be apt to eall the Jew~ 
ish Christian party, from which he had sprung, and whiose 
views he was defending, persons like him, persons like this 
Ebion, whose name signified poor, | a very proper appella- 
tion for a party adhering to the © beggarly elements” § of the 
law, and which did_not entei tain sufficiently high notions (in 
the view of the Gentile believers) concerning Christ. In 
short, the Gentile bi lievers would be dixpored, as I think, to 
call the Jewish Cliristians Zdionites, without meaning to say 
that Ebion was the founder of a sect, or facher of a heresy 3 an 
inference which is far too sweeping, though it serves the pur- 
pose of Trinitarian writers sometimes to draw it. 

Thus far with a conjecture about the origin of a name ; let 
me come to my proofs, which is a thing of more importance, 
According to strict arrangement, I ought first to identify by 
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* Acts xi. 26, 
+ See the quotations from Origen and Eusehius, at pages 86 ~ 88. 
1 Thid. § Galatians iv 9. 
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proof the name of Ebionites with that of the Jewish Chiris- 
tions ; and then, secondly, to show that those who were Ebion- 
ites held the proper Unitarian doctrine. But several of the 
passages which I shall quote go to establish buth of these things 
at once; and there is also a citation from Origen which will 
bring before us the Unitarianim of the Jewish Christians 
directly, without the intervention of the term Ebionites, In 
consequence of these two circumstances, I [p. 74] prefer to 
proceed with my quotations after the order of chronolugy ; 
leaving it to my readers to decide whether my evidence, taken 
as a whole, will be satisfactory. 

Treneus, A. D. 178. In the first book of his treatise against 
heretics, he bas a particular chapter on the “ Doctrine of the 
Ebionites,” “ in which he describes their error as consisting in 
an adherence to the Jewish law, notwithstanding their belief 
in Οὐ We hence learn that Le mexuus by Ebionites at 
least seme Jewish Christians; and the do@trine of these 
concerning Christ is discovered by the following passages. 
Trensus says that the “spiritual disciple” will judge various 
classes of men who hold incorrect doctrine, and among these 
the Kbionites: “He will judge the Lbionites ; ow can they 
be saved, unless he who wrought their salvation upon earth was 
God ?— And how can Christ have lad more than Solomon and 
more than Jonah, and have been the Lord of David, if it be 
said that he was of the same subyanee with them?” { «The 
Lbjonttes are vain, not acknowledging through faith the union 
of God and man (in the person of Clirist), nor being willing 
to undersiand how ihe Holy Spirit came upon Mary,’ § 
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* Que est Ebionitaruam Doctrina.« Lib, I. cap. 26, 

+ Qui antem dicuntur Ebionai consentiuns quidem mandom a Deo 
factum, ea autem que sunt ergs Dominum non similiter ut Cerinthus οὐ 
Carpocrates opinnntar. Solo autem eo quod est secundum Mattheum 
Evangelio ntuntur, et apostolum Panlum recusant, apostation eum legis 
dicentes. Que autem sunt prophetica curiosius exponere nituntur, et 
circumcidantur ac pereverant in his consnetudinibus queasunt ser nudam 
legum, et Judaico charactere vitac uti, ef Lierosolymam adorant, quasi 
dumus Dei. Lib. I. cap. 26, 

t dudicabit autem et Ebionitas; quomodo possunt salvari, nisi deny 
est, qui salutem illorum super teriam opcratus est? — Quomode autem 
plusquam Salomon, aut plusquam Jona hahebat. et dominus ¢rat David, 
qui ejusdem cum ipsis fait substantia ? Lib. IV. cap. 69 

§ Vani outem et Ebionai, umtionem dei et hominis per Sdem non re- 
cipientes In Ruam animam ; neque intelligere volentes, quoniam spiritus 
sanctos advenit in Maria. Lib. V. 
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“ Such an interpretation is incorrect, viz. that a young woman 
‘shall conceive and bring forth a son, as Theodotion of Ephe- 
sus and Aquila of Pontus interpret; whom the Lddonites fol- 
lowing, ray that Christ was begotten of Joseph.” ἢ 

Tertullian, A. D. 200. Tertullian does not mention the 
Ebionites, but he speaks of the doctrine of Ebion; and it is 
quite common with this writer to put the name of a distin- 
guished individual and his doctrine for that of the name 
and doctrine of the party to which he belonged. Nor is it 
[p. 7a] necessary that we should infer, from the connection 
by ‘Tertullian of the name of Ebion with the doctrine of the 
proper humanity of Christ, that he was the azthor of that 
doctrine, ag some would have 1. Otherwise we should be 
obliged also to infer, from Tertullian’s connecting the same 
name with the defence of legal observances, that Ebion was 
the first advocale for the Mosaic Jaw among Christians, an 
opinion which ear acquaintance with the Acts of the Apostles 
would, of course, overturn. The passage in Tertullian which 
connects the name of Ebion with the observance and defence 
of the Mosaic law is as follows. * And in his Epistle to the 
Galatians Paul declaims against those who were obsprvers and 
defenders of circumcision and of the law; this is the heresy of 
Ebon.” But this was not the heresy of Ebion alone, or as 
having him for its author. In like manner we must judge 
with respect to those paasages which connect Ehion’s nae 
with the doctrine of Christ's strict humanity. “This opinion,” 
says Tertullian, “might accord very well with the sentiment of 
bion, who declared Christ to have heen merely a man, of the 
race of David.” § “Now that I may answer,” he again says, 
“candidly: the Son of God gould not have been begotten in 
the ordinary way of men, unless he was altogether ἃ son of 
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* Non ergo vera est quorundam interpretatio, qui ita andent interpre- 
tart scriptaram: Ecce adolescentula in ventre habelt, ct pariet filiam, 
quemuimodam et Theodotion Ephesius ext interpretatus, et Aquila Pon- 
hens, tinque Judai proselyti, quos sectari Wbionzi, ex Joseph genera- 
tum cam dicunt. Lib IIT cap. 24. 

{ Dr, Jamieson’s Vindication, in reply to Priestley, Vol. IT p. 47 οὐ 


seq 

{ Et ad Galatas serihens, invehitur in observatores et defensores cir- 
eumcisionis et legis: Hebionis heeresis est. De Pra. Heoret. eap. 33. 

§ Potent hee opmio Hehioni convenire, gui nudam hominem, et tan- 
tum ex semine David, id est, non et Dei filium, constituit Jeswa. De 
Carne Chyisti, cap, 14. 
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man, having nothing more (in pulstance) then Selon or 
Jonah; which would be ta coincide in opinkn with “4 μὴ ἢ 
Bot Kbion has no claim as the inventor of the doetsine 
ascribed to hin in these pa-sazes, any more than iu the first 
pawage, where he is made the detender of the Me-aie law, 
The three passages jas prove that Bbion, who was a diewi-k 
Christian adhering to the law, was alsy a believer in the sist 
linmanity of Chri-t; indieating thus (necording to Tertullian’s 
manner) the ith of de bedy of mento whieh he bela. 
Origen, AWD. 250. The testimony of this Father is ost 
explicit and sati-thetory, leaving uo room te donbt that all the 
Jewish Christians were, acvording to his κυρὰ lodge, properly 
Cnitarians. In the following passage the Jewish believers 
are introduced to aur notice without the mune of Ebionites, 
* And when you consider,” he says, “what belief vim: vp Tn 
JEWISH RACK WHO BELIEVE IN Jpsta entertain of the Sav 
ionr, some [p. 768] thinking that he tuok his hethy from Mary 
and Joseph, and others indeed drom Mary only and (he Divine 
Spirit, but still without uny belief af Ais drrinity, you will 
understand?” &e.f Origen adds no information concerning 
any Jewish Christians who did believe Chri-t’s deity. We 
learn from this passage, that the Jewish Christians must have 
began to he, according to Origen’s infornsation, of tara classes, 
(which they are not known to have heen before,) some believ« 
ing and others disbelieving the imirarnluus conception, but 
both of them ignorant of the deity of Charis. ‘This new div 
tinction should be borne in inind, for it will explain some things 
which will very soon follow. It is a distinction which is again 
presented to us in another passage, where the Jewish Clairis- 
tians are jutradnced, and are called Ebionites. “ But some of 
the Jows,” Origen says, “believed in Jesus, and in conse. 
qnence boasted io be Christians; and yet they were willing 
to live alter the manner of the Jewish law. These are the 


--- 


* Nune ut simplicins respondeamus, non computebat ex semine hu- 
mano Dei filium nasci, ne οἱ totws esset filigs haminia, non easet et Del 
filius, nihilque Laheret amplius Salomone et amplins lona, et do Lebi- 
onis opinions credendus erat. De Carne Christi, cap. 18. 

τ This is very nearly the translation by Dr, Torsley. Tracts, p δι “Ὁ 
Kal ἐπὰν ἴδῃς τῶν ἀπὸ ᾿Ιουδαέων πιστευόντων εἰς τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν τὴν περὶ 
τοῦ σωτῆρος πίστιν, ὅτε μὲν ἐκ Maplas καὶ Ἰωσὴφ οἱομένων αὐτὸν εἶναι, 
ὅτε μὲν ἐκ Maplas μόνης καὶ τοῦ θείου πνεύματος, οὗ μὴν καὶ μετὰ τῆς, 
περὶ αὑτοῦ θεολογίας, ὄψει, ee τὸλ. Com, in Matt. sect, 161. 
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two sorts of Hbiontétes, who either, like ourselves, confess Jesus 
born of a virgin, or think that he was not bom in that man- 
ner, but like other men.’* The same distinction is again 
hinted at in a passage where Origen speaks of certain sectaries 
whom he calls © the Ebionites of both hinds.” | That Origen, 
when mentioning the Ebionites, meant αὐ the Jewish Christian 
body, will be evident from the following passage, which, on 
being attended to, will incline us to attach the greater impor- 
tance both to what this Father himself has just said above, and 
also to what had been stated before by Ireneus and Tertullian 
on the subject of the Ebionites and the dogtrine of Ebion, 
«Trey ΟΡ THE JEWS ὙΠῸ BELIEVE IN Crmuist,” says Ori- 
gen, “have not abandoned the law of their ancestors; for they 
live according to it; bearing a name which corresponds with 
the poor expectations which the law holds out. For a beggar 
is called among the Jews (that is, in the Elebrew language) 
Ebion. Anp Wainy of THE JEWS WHO ΠΑΥ͂Ε RECRIVID 
Jesvs ΑΒ TOR Curist go bye the name of Exrontres.” } 
[p. 1.1 Whatever, then, had been said before concerning 
bion and the Ebionites, may be conccived, according to this 
view of Origen, as having been true of the general body of 
Jewieh Christians ; that is, that by the testimony of Irenaeus, 
and by an inference from Tertullian, they believed Christ to 
be altogether like other men in subsiance; and that by the 
testimony of Origen they must have become of two sorts, come 
believing and others disbelieving the miraculous coneeption, 
but both denying the deity of Christ. 


--- 


+"Eorwoav δέ τινες καὶ τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν Saale ὡς παρὰ τοῦτο 
Χριστιανοὶ εἶναι αὐχαῦντες, ἐτὶ δὲ κατὰ τὰν ᾿Ιουδαίων νόμον ὡς τὰ Ἴου- 
δαίων πλήθη βιοῦν eBeddvres. Οὗτοι δὲ εἰσὶν of δίττοι EBiwvaion, ἤτοι 
ἐκ παρθένου ὁμολαγυῦντες ὁμοιῶς ἡμῖν τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν, } οὐκ οὕτω yeyc- 
νῆσθαι, GAN ὧς robs λοίπους ἀνθρώπυυς. Contra Celsum. 

} Ἐϊσε γὰρ τίνες αἴμεσεις τὰς Ἰπαύλου ἐπιστολὰς τοῦ ἀποστάλου μὴ 
πρασιεμέναι, ὥσπερ ᾿"Ἐβιωναῖοι ἀμφοτέροι. In Celsum, Lib. VI. p 274. 

+ This is Dr, Morsley’s own translation. Tiacts, p.170. The learned 
ΕΙΣ in order ta get rid of the evidence of this last. passage, had the 
wrdihood ta tax Origen with jilsehood (Tracts, p. 178), which was the 
occasion of mach controversy with Dr. Priestley.~- Of ἀπὸ Ἰουδαίων εἰς 
Ἰησοῦν πιστευόντες οὗ xatadeAolmace τὸν πάτριον νόμον, Βιοῖσε γὰρ 
kar’ αὑτὸν; ἐπωνύμοι τῆς κατὰ τὴν ἐκδόχην πτωχείας τοῦ νόμου γεγε- 
νημένοι" Ἔρίων τε γὰρ 6 πτώχος παρὰ ᾿Ιουδαίοις καλεῖται; καὶ EBtan 
vaiot χρηματίξουσιν οἱ ἀπὸ ᾿Ιουδαίων τὸν ᾿ἴησοῦν ὡς Χρίστον wapade- 
ξαμένοι. In Celsum, Lib. IL p. 56, 
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Enusebing, A, Ὦ, 815. In the testimony of Eu-ebius we 
have that of a professed ecclesiastical historian, and one of the 
most distineuished men of his time, As he livetl, ton, (page 
26,) in Palestine, he was not far from the residence of the 
Jewish Christians, and therefore he was well qualified to jullye 
concerning them. The first passage whieh I shail qaote trom 
hun contains a declaration of the identity of Chitarianism with 
the name of Ebionites, and also evidence of the very high μὲν 
Hyuity of thisname. © The early heralds of our Saviour,” he 
gays, “ealled those Ebionttes, Which in the Hebrew language 
εἰμ! ον, poor, who, not denying the bedy of Christ, showed 
their folly in denying his divinity.” * In the following pas- 
sage Eusebius scems to allude to only one class of Hhionites, 
namely, those who, according to Origen’s division, di-believ ed 
the miraculons conception. “ This,” he says, “ was the inter 
pretation of Theodotion of Ephesus, and of Aquila from Pontus, 
~-whom the Zdfonites following, maintain thaPChrist was ρα 
gotten by Joseph.” | But in she next passage, whieh indeed 
constitutes the greater part of a complete chapter on the Ebion. 
ites, we have 9 full account of them, of their twofold division, 
being ihe same with that of Origen, and of their adherence to 
the law of Moses. “Others,” he says, “whom a inalignant 
demon was not able to turn away from the plan of God with 
regard to Christ, yet, because he found thein weak in some 
respects, he reduced them into hig power. These were rightly 
called Héronttes by the ancients, a3 those who think meanly 
concerning Christ. For they considered him to be merely a 
man, like other men, but appraved on account of his eaxccl- 
lence in virtue, being the son of Joseph axl Mary, And they 
thought that it was altogether necessary that they should ob- 
serve the ceremonies of the law. Others again, called by the 
same niune, fled from the absurd opinion of the former, not de- 
nying that the Lord was born of Mary and the Moly Spirit. 
[p. 78] But still, not allowing that he pre-existed as God, ihe 
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* Kal αὐτοῦ δὲ τοῦ Sarnpos ἡμῶν al πρωτοκήρυκες ᾿Ἐβιωναίους dvd- 
μάξαν, 'Βιβραικῇ φωνῇ ποτώχουρ" τὴν δὲ ἄνοιαν ἀποκαλοῦντες, τοὺς ἔνα μὲν 
Θεὸν Aeydvras εἰδέναι, καὶ τοῦ σώτηρος τὰ σώμα μὴ ἀρνουμένους, τὴν δὲ 
rob vind θεάτητα μὴ εἰδόντας. Eo Theol, Lib T cap 14 

{Ὡς Θερδοτίων ἡρμήνευσεν ὁ 'Εφέσιος, καὶ ᾿Ακῦλαν ἃ ἸΤόντικας, ἂμ» 
gore ot lovdator προσηλύτοι " οἷς κατακολουβησιίντες οἱ ᾿Εβιωναῖοι, ἐξ 
Ἰωσὴφ αὐτὰν ψογεννίκεθαι φασκούσι, Wet. Lik Y.cap 8, ᾿ 
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Word, and Wisdom, they were drawn into the impiety of the 
first; especially in that they made it an object to observe the 
law. They (that is, both parties) hept the Sabbath, and other 
Jewish customs. But on the Lord’s days they acted in a sini- 
Jar mauner with us, in remembrance of the resurrection of the 
Lod.” * This I consider to be a very elear description of the 
Jewish Christians under the name of Ebionites; from whieh 
it is evident that none of them believed Chirist’s deity. 


Lhe Jewish Christian Separatists under the Names of Euton- 
wes ond NazaARuNnes. 


The occurrence of the name of Nuzurenes in connection with 
the histury of the Jewish sepatatists for the jirst time in a 
writer so late as Epiphanius (who flourished about A. Ὁ, 368), 
creates several questions. First, was this name the designa- 
tion of a different class, among these separatists, from the 
Ebionites already mentioned? ‘This is what such men as Dr. 
Tlorsley think, and would be glad to have the means of prov- 
ing, since it furnishes them with an opportunity of forming 
conjectures conecrning the orthodoxy of this (supposed) differ- 
ent class, in regard to the doctrine of the Trinity. But the 
probability of this notion is destroyed, not only by the silence 
of the more ancient writers as to the existence of a Nazarene 
sect differing from the Ebionites as they understood them, but 
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Ἔ Ἄλλους δὲ ὁ πόνηρος δαίμων τῆς περὶ τὰν Χριστὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ δια- 
θεσέως ἀδυνάτων ἐκσείσαι, θατεραλήπτους εὕρων ἐσφετερίζετο. “ERia- 
ναίους τούτους οἰκειῶς ἐπεφήμιζον of πρώτοι πτωχῶν καὶ ταπεινῶς τὰ 
περὶ τοῦ Ἀρίστου δοξαζάντας" λίτον μὲν γὰρ αὐτὸν καὶ xolvov ἥγαυντο 
κατὰ προκύπην ἤθους αὐτὸν μόνον ἄνθρωπον δεδικαιώμενον ἐξ ἄνδρος τὲ 
κοινωνίας καὶ τῆς Μαρίας γεγενήμενον" δεῖν δὲ πάντως αὐτοῖς τῆς νομί- 
κης θρησκείας, ὡς μὴ ἂν διὰ μόνης τῆς εἷς τὸν Σρίστον πιστέως καὶ τοῦ 
κατ᾽ αὐτὴν βιοῦ σωθησομένοις. ἴλλλοι δὲ apd τούτους τῆς αὐτῆς ὄντες 
mpooryoplas, τὴν μὲν τῶν εἰρημένων ἔκτοπον διεδίδρασκον ἀτόπιαμ, ἐκ 
“αρθένον καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος μὴ ἀρνουμένοι γεγονέναι τὸν κύριον" 
οὗ μὴν € ὁμοιῶς καὶ οὗτοι προυπάρχειν αὑτὸν Θεὸν λόγον ὄντα καὶ σο- 
i ὁμολογοῦντες, τῇ τῶν προτέρων περιετρέποντο δυσσεβεία" μάλιστα 

τε καὶ τὴν σωματίκην περὶ τὸν νόμον λατρείαν ὁμοιὼς ἐκεινοῖς πτεριέπειν 
3 5 ᾿ , 
ἐσπούδαζον" --τ καὶ τὸ μὲν Σάββατον καὶ τὴν Ἰουδαίκην ἄλλην ἀγώγην 
ὁμοιῶς ἐκεινοῖς παρεφύλαττον. Ταῖς δ' αὖ κυριάκαις ἡμέραις, ἡμῖν τὰ 
παραπλήσια εἰς μνῆμην τῆς τοῦ κυρίου ἀναστασέως ἐπετέλουν" ὅθεν παρὰ 
τὴν τοιαύτην ἐγχείρησιν τῆς τοίασδε λελόγχασι προσηγαρίας, τοῦ Ἴβιε- 
ναίω» ὀνόματος, τὴν τῆς διανοίας πτωχείαν αὑτῶν ὑποφαίνοντως" ταύτην 
γὰρ ἐρίκλην ὁ πτώχος ἀτμίς ὀνομάζεται, Hast. Lab. 111. cap. 27. 
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Eusebius, A. Ὁ. 815. In the testimony of Eu-chins we 
have that of a professed ecclesiastical histortan, and one of the 
moat ditingaished men of his tine. As he lis ed, tao, (page 
26,) in Palestine, he was not far from the revidenve ot the 
Jewish Christians, and therefore he was well qualiticd to judge 
concerning them. The first passage which T shall quote trom 
him contains a declaration of the identity of Unitarianisn with 
the name of Ebionites, and also evidcnee of the very high rar 
tiquity of thisname. & The carly heralds of our Saviour?” he 
bilys, τ ealled those Hbfonites, whirh in the Tebrew language 
signifies poor, who, nol dinying the body οἱ Christ, showed 
their folly in denying bis diynity.”* In the tollawing pas- 
sage Eusebius seems to allude to only ouc elass of Ebioniles, 
namely, those who, acrording to Origen’s division, dishelieyved 
the miraculous conception. ὁ This,” he says, * was the inter 
pretation of Theodutiou of Ephesus, aud of Aquila from Pontus, 
—~ whom the Abfauttes following, maintain thaChrist was be- 
gotten by Joseph.” f But in she next prsage, which fideed 
constitutes the greater part of a complete chapter on the Ebion. 
ites, we have a fall aeconnt of them, of their twofold dis ision, 
being the same with that of Origen, and of theiy adherence to 
the law of Moses. “Others,” he says, “whont a malignant 
demon way not able fo turn away fiom the plan of Gad with 
regard to Christ, yet, because he found them weak in some 
respects, he reduced them into hig power. These were rightly 
called Hbionttes by the ancients, as those who think meauly 
concerning Christ. For they considered him to be merely a 
man, like other men, but approved on aceonnt of his excel. 
lenre in virtue, being the sou of Josoph and Mary. And they 
thought that if was altogether necessary that they should οἷν. 
serve tha ecremonies of the law. Others again, called by the 
same neane, fled from the absurd opinion of the former, nol de- 
nying that the Lord was born of Mary and the Ioly Spirit. 
[p. 2H] But still, not allowing that he pre-existed as God, the 


¥ Kal αὐτοῦ δὲ τοῦ Σώτηρος ἡμῶν οἱ πρωτομκήρυκες Ἔεοναίουν dyvd- 
ae ᾿Εβραιεῇ φωνῇ πτῴχους" τὴν δὲ ἄνοιαν Incodhelutes, τοὺς ἕνα μὲν 
Θεὸν λεγόγτας εἰδέναι, καὶ τοῦ Φάτηρας τὰ σώμα μὴ ἀρνπυμένους, τὴν δὲ 
τοῦ υἱαῦ θεότητα μὴ εἰδόντας, Ke Theoly Lib cap 14. 
+ Ὡς Θεαδοτίων Hpwomucen G"Rebéauos, καὶ ᾿Ακύλαο ὁ Téerixes, dpe 
ey Ἰουδαῖοι προσηλύνος" off xeraxohoudyindprep οἱ ᾿Πβιωνρῖου, ἐξ 
onh αὐτὸν γεγέννήσθαι φασκουύψι. tar Lib. V. vap 6. ᾿ 
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Word, and Wisdom, they were drawn into the impiety of the 
first; expecially in that they made it an object to observe the 
law. They (that is, both parties) kept the Sabbath, and other 
Jewish customs. But on the Lord’s days they acted τὰ a siini- 
Jar manner with us, in remembrance of the resurtection of the 
Loid.”* This I consider to be a very clear description of the 
Jewish Christians under the name of Ebjonites; trom which 
it is evident that none of them believed Christ's deity. 


The Jewish Christian Separatists under the Names of Enton- 
ITED and NAZARENES.- 


The occurrence of the name of Nazarenes in connection with 
the history of the Jewish separatists for the first time in a 
writer so laie as Kpiphanius (who flourished about A. D. 368), 
ereates several questions. First, was this name the designa- 
tion of a different class, among these separatists, from the 
Ehionites alretly mentioned? ‘This is what such men as Dr. 
Uorsley think, and would be glad to have the means of prov- 
iug, since it furnishes them with an opportunity of formmg 
conjeetures concerning the orthodoxy οὗ this (supposed) οἰ)» 
ené class, in regard to the doctrine of the Trinity. But the 
probability of this notion is destroyed, not only by the silence 
of the more ancient writers as to the existence of a Nazarene 
sect differing trom the Ebionites as they uuderstood them, but 
we ἀκ ene teni cece ahs 

#”AdAous δὲ ὁ πόνηρος δαίμων τῆς περὶ τὸν Χριστὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ δια- 
θεσέως ἀδυνάτωι ἐκσ εἶσαι, θατεραλήπτους εὕρων ἐσφετερίζετο. ᾿Εβιω- 
valous τούτους οἰκειῶς ἐπεφήμιζον οἱ πρώτοι πτωχὼς καὶ ταπεινῶς τὰ 
περὶ τοῦ Apiorav δοξαζόντας" λίτο» μὲν γὰρ αὐτὸν καὶ κοίνον ἤγουντο 
κατὰ προκόπην ἤθους αὐτὸν μόνον ἄνθρωπον δεδικαιώμενον ἐξ ἄνδρας τὲ 
κοινωνίας καὶ τῆς Μαρίας γεγενήμενον" δεῖν δὲ πάντως αὐτοῖς τῆς νομί- 
κῆς θρησκείας, ὡς μὴ ἂν διὰ μόνης τῆς εἰς τὸν Χρίστον πιστέως καὶ τοῦ 
kar’ αὑτὴν βιοῦ σῳωθησομένοις. ΓΆλλοι δὲ rapa τούτους τῆς αὐτῆς ὄντες 
προσηγορίας, τὴν μὲν τῶν εἰρημένων ἔκτοπον διεδίδρασκον ἀτόπιαν, ἐκ 
παρθένου καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος μὴ ἀρνουμέναι γεγοιέναι τὸν κύριον" 
ob μὴν ef ὁμοιᾷς καὶ οὗτοι mpoumdpyew αὑτὸν Θεὸν λόγον ὄντα καὶ συ- 
ἣς ὁμολαγοῦντες, τῇ τῶν πτρατέρων περιετρέποντο δυσσεβείᾳ' μάλιστα 

το καὶ τὴν σωματίκην περὶ τὸν νόμον λατρείαν ὁμοιῶς ἐκεινυῖς πτεριέπειν 
ἐσπούδαζον" --- καὶ τὸ μὲν Σάββατον καὶ τὴν ᾿Ιαυδαίκην ἄλλην ἀγώγην 
ὁμοιῷς ἐκεινοῖς παρεφύλαττον, Tats δ᾽ αὖ κυριάκαις ἡμέραις, ἡμῖν τὰ 
παραπλήσια εἰς μνήμην τῆς τοῦ κυρίου ἀναστασέωρ ἐπετέλουν" ὅθεν παρὰ 
τὴν τοιαύτην ἐγχείρησιν τῆς τοίασδε λελόγχασι πρυσηγορίας, τοῦ *) Se 
ναίων dvoparos, τὴν τῆς διαμοίας πτωχείαν αὐτῶν ὑποφαίνοντος" ταύτην 
γὰρ ἐπίκλην ὁ πτώχος i saad ὀνομάζεται. ΤΙνοῦ, Lib. 111. cap, 27. 
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also by the express evidence, which we lave seen, that the 
term Ebionites was the name for the Jewish Chri-tun separa. 
tists in general, and that ihe Jewish Christian~, (so Origen hag 
declared without using any particniar uame,) whether they 
believed or disbelieved the miracilous conception, aareed in the 
denial of the divinity of Jesus Christ. Nor is there anything 
which is at variance with this in later history. In the second 
place, then, was the term Nazarenes just another name for the 
whole body of Jewish Christians? To this I answer, that the 
Jews called af the converts to Christianity Nazarene-, and 
most probably those of their own race [p. 79] in particular. 
But at the same time the leter Christian Tathera, such as 
Epiphanius, Jerome, &c., followig the notions prevalent 
among those of their own class in their time, have made two 
distinct sects of Jewish Christians, the Ebionites and Naza- 
renes, not however as if the latter believed the deity of Christ. 
So that this second question must be answered "ln the negative, 
as far as ecclesiastical testimon? is concerned ; and it is of this 
that I am speaking. 

In the third place, then, was the term Nazarenes another 
name for a°part of the old body of Ebionites, the other part 
still retaining the first appellation? This appears to me to he 
the most probable solution. It seems, to my apprehension, 
that that portion of the former Khbionites which way described 
by Origen and Eusebius as belicvimy the miraculous cunception, 
was that alo which Epiphanius and others have ealled Naza- 
renes. Nor only so, but 1 think that these persons were thus 
ealled, in order that they might be distinguished frum the other 
class, tho name of Nazarenes having, as I conecive, been al- 
lowed at last by the Gentile Cliristians in order to ereate this 
distinction, though it was at first denied to the general body af 
separatisis, as too favorable for adherents to the ceremonies of 
the law. That this is likely to have been the truth of the 
matter, and that, at all events, there was no class of Jewish 
Christians of whoni it can be proved from the later writers 
that they believed in the deity of Christ, I hope to show in 
four propositions, under which, as they succeed each other, will 
be ranked all the remaining ecclesiastical evidence which I 
think if necessary to cite on this subject. 

1. Epiphanius, who has given to the Nazhrones and Ebion« 
ites αὶ separaie chapter for each, represénting thom as distinat 
secta, is scarcely able to find even the same differance, and 
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certainly not a greater difference, between them, concerning 
the person of Christ, than what had been before stated by 
Origen and Eusebius as existing between the two classes 
of Ebionites. While he says of Ebion, that “ be maintained 
that Christ was begotten by a man, even Joseph,”* all that 
he can declare more concerning those whom he calls Naza- 
renes amounts to this, that he is not quite certain whether 
they were of the same opinion, or believed the miraculous 
conception. “ Concerning Christ,” says Epiphanius, “I can- 
not say with certainty whether they, too, (the Nazarenes,) 
carried away with the impiety of the aforementioned Cerin- 
thus and Merinthus, think him a mere man, or affirm, as the 
truth is, that he was begotten of Mary by the Holy Spirit.” > | 
According to Epiphanius, the Nazarene, “took their origin 
[p. 80] after the destruction of Jerusalem, when all the dis- 
ciples lived at Pella; Christ himself having warned them to 
leave Jerusalem at the approach of the siege”; { and after- 
wards he states that “Ebion® lived contemporaneously with 
them (the Nazarenes), and set out from the same source.” § 
Moreover, Epiphanius places both parties, viz. the Ebionites 
and Nazarenes, together in that list of heretics whem he con- 
sidered St. John to have found it necessary to confute by the 
publication of his Gospel. ἢ 


° 

* Τὰ πρώτα δὲ ἐκ παρατρίβης καὶ σπέρματος ἄνδρος, τουτεστὶν τοῦ 
lao}, τὸν Χρίστον γεγενῆσθαι ἔλεγεν. leer, 80, p. 125, 

f Tlept Ἀρίστου δὲ οὐκ οἴδα εἴπειν εἰ καὶ αὔτοι τῇ τῶν προσειρημέ- 
var περὶ Kyplvdou καὶ Μηρίνθον μοχθηρίᾳ ἀχθέντες, Ψίλον ἄνθρωπον 
νομίζουσιν, ἢ καθῶς ἡ ἀληθεία ἔχει, διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου γεγενήσθαι ἐκ 
Μαρίας διαβεβαιοῦνται. lier, 29, p 138. 

f '᾿Ἐκείθεν μὲν ἡ ἄρχη γέγανε μετὰ τὴν ἀπὰ τῶν Ἱεροσολύμων perd- 
στασιν, πάντων τῶν μαθήτων τῶν ἐν addy φκηκότων, Χριστοῦ φῆσαν- 
ros καταλείψραι τὰ Ἵξδροσόλυμα. καὶ ἀναχωρήσαι, ἐπείδη ἔμελλε πάσχειν 
πολιορκίαν" καὶ ἐκ τῆς ταυτῆς ὑποθεσέως τὴν ἸΠέραιαν φκησάντεο, 
ἕκεισε ὡς ἔφην διέτριβον" ἐντεῦθεν ἡ κατὰ τυὺς Ναξωραίους αἵρεσις εἴχε 
τὴν ἄρχην. War 29, Ὁ 158, 

§ Obros γὰρ ὁ ᾿Εβίων σύγχρομος μὲν τοὐτὼν ὑπήρχεν, ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν δὲ 
σὺν αὑτοῖς ὁρμάται. Ἡρον, 80, p. 125. 

| Διὸ καὶ Ἰωάννης ἕλθων 6 pardpios. καὶ εὗρων τοὺς ἀνθρώπους 
ἠσχυλημένους περὶ τὴν κατὼ Χριστοῦ παρουσίαν, καὶ τῶν ᾿Εβιωναίων 
πλανηθέντων διὰ τὴν ἔνσαρκον Χριστοῦ γενεαλογίαν, ἀπὸ ᾿Δβραάμ 

"κἀταγομένην, καὶ Δούκα ἀνμαγομένην ἀχρὶ τοῦ ᾿Αδὰμ --- καὶ τοῦς Ναζαραί- 
ous, καὶ ἄλλας πόλλας αἱρέσεις. Tr. 60, p, 147. 
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2, Jerome is so far from thinking that any important dis- 
tinction should be made between the Nazarenes and Ebionites, 
that, though Ae alse considers them as separate sects, he does 
not scruple to refer to the one party a» caplanatory of the 
other, im one instance. It is true that this ietauce was ἃ case 
where their common adherence to the law of Moses formed 
the featue of Likeness; but this dues not entirely remove the 
notion which we are apt to form of their being otherwise weary 
little distinguished fiom each other, when Jerome comneets 
them together after the following manner: “ What shall [say 
of the HLbionifes, who profes themselyes to be Christians ? 
There is to this very day, in all the synagogues of the East, a 

_ heresy amoung the Jews, called that of the Minei, even till now 
condemned by the Pharisees, and commonly called Aazarenes, 
who believe in Christ the Son of God, born of the Virgin 
Mary, and say that it was he who suffered under Pontius 
Pilate and rose again, in whom we also belie. But while 
they wish to be both Jews ard Christians, they are neither 
Jews nor Christians.” * From this passage it appears that 
Jerome wi-bed tu speak of the Hbfonites as persons who ad- 
hered to the Jewish Jaw; but that on turther reflection he 
refers rather to the case of thase whom he infreduces as 
Nazarces, as being much the same; making uo distinction 
between the two parties, except that he speaks of the litter as 
believing ἢν 81] the miraculouy, coneeption, which is just 
what Origen and Euscbius have said of the secoud ¢elass of 
Ebionites. 

3, It appears that, if those of the Jewish Christians who 
believed the miraculous conception {that is, as 1 should sry, 
if the second class of Ebionites) olfained the title of Naza- 
renes, the other class, who did ποῦ acknowledge any miraculous 
conception (that is, as I should say, the first class of Ebion« 
ites) sought to obtain the same appellation of Nazarene-, and 
did actually obtain it to some extent. This makes it likely 
that the name of Nazarenes was ouly a title which was in the 


το προ methatanatcin a oak GLENN ποτε τὸ wena 


* Qnid dicam de Hebionitis. qni Christians esse simnlant? aque 
hodie per tola, oniéntis aymagogas inter Judaos hmresis aut, yal dieitur 
Mineorum, et ἃ Phaiiseis nine usque damnater, απὸ vuluo Nazaneot 
nuneupant, qui eredunt im Christum filinm Del, natam do virgine Maria, 
et eum dx unt case qui snb Pontio Piste passns eat, ot resurresit, in quent 
οὐ ho» credimus, sed dum volunt ot Judwi esse et Christiani, nev dudsui+ 
sont tec Christiani, Opera, Vol I. p. 84, 
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course of being gradually yielded at lust to all the Jewish Chris- 
tians, though im fact the first class of Ilionites did not «ne~ 
ceed in acquiring it beyond a certain Innit, We read in 
Austin of dewish Christians to whom, without any reserve, 
wus accorded the name of Nazarenes. We read also of others 
who were called sometimes Nazarenes, and otherwise Symma- 
chians. Now Symmachus was an Ebionite, and of the first 
Class, 4—— a distinguished man, who translated the Old Testa- 
ment into Grech, a» we are informed by various of the ancients; 
nor only so, but who wrote to “prove his doctrine, contending 
about the Gospel of Matthew.” — From him came the term 
Symmachians, given to those Jewish Christians who believed 
that Jesus Christ was strictly a man, as we are told by Am- 
brose. The Symmachians,” he says, “are those who, while 
thry observe the law, profess to be Christians, deseribing 
Christ as not God and man, but as man only.”4 It is con- 
cerning these ™Synunuchian Ebionites that Austin gives us 
information, that they partially obtained the title ot Nazarenes. 
“And now,” he says, “there are certain heretics who ¢all 
themselves Nazarenes, but by some are called Symmachians, 
who practise the cirewunecision of Jews and the ,baptiom of 
Christians.” § Again he says: “If any one of the Nazarenes, 
whom others call Symmavchians, shall object,” &c. — “ These 
are they whom Faustus hag mentioned under the mame of 
Symmachians or Nazareney who exist in small numbers even 
to our day.” | 


* “Symmachus,” savs Enscbins, "wa, an Ebionite, and the heresy of 
the Kbionites consists in beleving that Chinst was the offspring ot Joseph: 
antlof Mav’? ‘lay δὲ μὴν ἑρμηιαύτων αὐτῶν δὴ τούτων ἰστέον Ἔβιω- 
ναΐαν τὸν Σύμμαχαν γεγυνεναι" αἵρεσις δὲ coriv ἡ τῶν ᾿ἘΒιωναίων οὑτὼ 
καλουμένῃ τῶν τὸν Χρίστον ἐξ Iwai καὶ Μαρίας γεγονέναι φασκόντων. 
Hist. dab. VIL cap 17 

ἡ Kal ὑπομνήματα δὲ τοῦ Συμμάχου εἰσετὶ viv φερέται ἐν οἷς δάκει 
πρὰς τὸ κατὰ ἸΜατθαΐαν ἀποτεινόμενας εὐαγγέλιον, τὴν δεδηλωμένην 
αἵρεσιν κρατύνειν. δ 

$ Sicutet Symmaciani qni ex Phatisecis originem tahunt, qui, ser- 
vata om lege, Clristianos se dieunt, more Plots Chiistum non Dean 
vt hominern sed hominem tantummoto dcfinuntes Diol, Com.m Calat. 

§ Et nune sunt quid im heretical, quise Nasarenos vocant, ἃ nonnallis 
autem S}mmachfini appellantur, et cireumcstonem habent Judaorumn, 
et haptsmam Cheistiansium = Cout, Crescomum, Lib. T " 
» Ἐν tamen hoe ὦ mihi Νρδδιθοι απὶ objnergt goi-quam gros alii 
Symmuchianos appellant, ete. — Hoc igitu: temperamentum modera- 
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[p. 82] 1. The description which Theodoret has given of 
tho-e whom he enlls Nazarenes is, that they beheved in Christ 
μι ὦ righteons man, “The Nagarencs,” he says, “are dens 
who honor Christ a3 a righteous man.” * As Theodoret here 
does not limit the name of Nazarenes by any additional term, 
as that of Symmachun-, we cannot understand thm as reter- 
ring to any otlter class of persuny than these whe conunvily 
received the former name, thus identifying these wath the ἶνας 
belief of the deity of Christ; thongh [ da not think he 
prevents us from eonjecturmg that they believed the uniracu- 
lous conception, in conformity with a former statement hy 
Jerome, 

To all thiy let it be added, that Trinitarian divine, who 
have often made the attempt, hnve never yet suceevded in 
showing that the Nazarenes went farther in opinion concein 
ing Christ than the behef of the miraculous conception. On 
the whole, therefore, I conclude that the faitheit the general 
hody of ancient Jewish Christians, so far as their history is 
known, was Unitorianism; that they were free from those 
errors concerning the Deity, and the person of Christ, into 
which the Gentile Christians were led by those philo-ophical 
prejudices which were explained at the beginning of this 
chapter. 

Aud here I think of bringing my norratiya to a clo-e, hav~ 
ing already extended it beyoml my intention when J com- 
menved writing, ΤῸ my readers, Ἢ they are inquirers tor the 
primitive religion of Jesus Christ, I would now reeoutmend, 
before parting, the study, primarily and especially, of Christ’s 
own sermons and example, ax recorded in the four evangehdal 
histories. Or if it be thought that the Apostles, alter Christ's 
wecension, and the effusion of the spiritual influence of Ged 
on them, were diracted by lim to teach more fully and ex- 
plivitly concerning the thing»*which were connected with lus 
Kingdom, I would request a serious attention, after the four 


πὶ 


= at mee 


menqua apiritns sancti per apostolos operantis, cum displipniseet qnibns 
dam ex, auc umenione cladennbug, qui hac non mtelligebant, ip ea ier 
Yeriitate Wanseruni, uf et gentes eogerent μι ἀμ ΒΗ Ὁ E μΠ quod Fay. 
stu, Symmachianeram vel Nazarworum nomine commemorarin qui 
usque ag nostra tempore jam quidem in exigna, sed adbuc taunen i ips 
percitate perdnrant Cont. Nanst Vib. SIX, 
® OF δὲ Noto ναίοι ᾿ζουδαΐρι οἷαὶ, τὸν Ἐρίογον τιμῶντες ὡς ἄνθρωπον, 

δικαίαν. [τως Kab. Lab, £1. cap. 2, 


- 
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Gospels, to the book of Acis of the Apostles. The study of 
these five books in a leisurely manner would prepure the way 
for a better Lnowledge of the other parts of the New Testa- 
ment than the-e last ean furnish by theinselves, espeaally when 
they are taken, as is often the case, in detaclied and discon- 
nected parts. The bouk of Acts is an invaluable history, fur. 
nishing a sufficient detail of the doctrine and practice of the 
Church of Christ, when it was under the supemtendence of 
Peter and James and John and Paul, men of honest hearts, 
of undivided piety, [p. 88] firmness, composure, benevolent 
enterprise, whose names will be long remembered and loved, 
when ihe philosoplizing corrupters of the truth will have found 
very few to uphold their memory. The book of Acts contains 
au account of upwards of fifteen sermons and speeches de- 
livered on public and private occasions by those pillars of the 
ancient faith, I will venture to say, that in none of these ser- 
mons and spé@shes, nor in any of the other words of the first 
teachers recorded iy the Acts,,will there be found (except in 
two misunderstood passages) * any countenance to the notion 
of the deity of Christ. The Apostles have invariably de- 
sevibed their Loid as a man, whom God predicted, whom God. 
anointed, whom God raised from the dead, whom he made a 
Prince and a Saviour, and through whom he offered the for- 
giveness of sins. Christ is introduced to us as a maw, even in 
his highest office, that of judge of the human 1806; for Gad 
(<0 declared Paul at Athen’) @ will judge the world in right- 
eousness by that man whom he hath ordained ; whereof he 
hath given assurance unto all men in that lic hath raised him 
from the dead.” Acts xvii. 81. It is this very man whom 
Paul preached, and not the pre-existing subordinate divinity 
of Justin Martyr, or the second person of the perfect Trinity 
of the Athanasian creed, that I seek to acknowledge as the 
Saviour of the world by God’s appointment. Nor in this way 
do I derogate from Christ any of lis real honors, which he 


eed 


# Acts vii 59 “And they stoned Stephen, calling upon [God] and 
saying, Laid Jesus, receive my spire” ‘Lhe ward * Gad" 3 an addition 
in the English translation ; when remover, the verse will read, * And 
they stoned Stephen, calling upon and saymg Lod Jesus, reverve my 
spuit™ Actsxx 28 For “feed the church of [God], which he hath 
purchased with his awn blood,” read, according to the emondation of 
Gnieshach, ou the authority of the best manupurpts, “feed the ehuich of 
the Lord,” that 1, the Lord Jesus Clist. 
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achieved by an uubroken euurse of obi dience to his Heavenly 
Father’s will, in the midst of sulteting and prisation. By nu 
means; no mure, in thet, than the Apostle, whe, whikt he 
represented Christ to lis auditors ae aac, nieution d also, ay 
we have seen, that God will empley bim in passing judgment 
upon the world. J, indecd, μόθον (νος precepts as the 
voice of God. 1 look bak with pleseure on i+ hallowed 
lie, as the clear ἀστὸν of Heaven's awn aicatness, and of 
Teas eu’s own love, The reeoll ction of Cluist’s ignouions 
death 1s any antidote against the evils of lift. And the hope 
of munortality, wluch lus resurrection has secured, is what 
bends my heart, when tired of the world’s vanities, fo the con- 
polations of a better age. Ttis through the name of Christ as 
the Son of Grod’s affection (Ὁ know nothing abaut an eternal 
generation),— it is through the name of Christ as the ambasea- 
dor of peace ta men, who at his coming (and too often sinee) 
were following the strauge devices of their ow Ton tp, — that 
Thambly confess the sins which FTave copnuitted against the 
laws of the [p. 8%] Eternal Ruler. And it ix heeanse oxe 
man’s righteousness hay been a-soviatel with the affairs of 
men, 80 a3 to make the humau race alogether a more pleasing 
object of contemplation to the Divine Being, that J am the 
more satisfied of what my reason otherwise dictates, that God 
will forgive all mon their trespasses if they forgiye one another. 
Aud T believe, in conclnsion, that God ell actually judge the 
world in righteousness by him whom, having already tried, 
he hath found to be complete, even Jesns Christ. Froin that 
judgment the oppressor of human weakness, the corrupter of 
Tnnogenca, and the malignant, envious poisoner of social happi- 
nega, will not escape with impunity. 
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Pace 17. 


SINCE writing the paragraph which introduces the Second 
or Semi-Trinitarian period, in Chapter IL, I have had occa 
sion io consult various of the ancient authorities there referred 
to, in addition to some others which I had before examined. 
In the coursg.of this labor I carefully compared more than 
half the pine of Latin and Greek quotations in this pam- 
phlet with the places in the* works from which they were 
taken, finding them invariably to be eorrect. And if my 
time and means had permitted, I should have gone over all 
the others in the same way. 5 


Paces 27 --20, 


My reason for placing Athanasius at the end of the Semi- 
Trinitarian period of Qhurcla History, rather than at the begin- 
ning of the third period, did not arize out of an idle wish to 
prolong the former epoch beyond its real limit, But the 
passages which I produced from Athanasius give evident su- 
premacy to the Father Almighty. Athanasius is said te have 
adhered to ihe Nicene Creed ¢what I call the Semi-Trimitarian) 
ta the end of his life, desiring no better exposition of his faith. 
And those who have been well qualified to judge of his writ. 
ings have declared that the opinious of a later age, entertained 
by Jerome, Austin, Chrysostom, and others, concerning the 
absolute coequality in all respects of the three persons of the 
Trinity, went so far beyond what they conceive to have been 
the doctrine of Athanasius, that they cannot believe that he 
himself would have given the later opinions countenance. 
That Athanasius went a great length in zeal for the Trinity 
in a very high form, cannot be denied. Yet zeal was a com- 
mon quality in those sas Were not the Arians zealous? 
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Were not the Semi-Arians zealous? Were not all the parties 
who then divided the Church instigated by eral? 


Pacis 21-23, and 04, 35, 


Tn the two latter pages [ iniraducel a passage fiom Ter. 
tullian, where he achuowledges that the great mass of helivy. 
ers in his time objected to the doctrine of the Trinity, calling 
out for the Monarchy or Divine Unity.  T mentioned that tlas 
extract was taken from a hook which Tertullian wrote against 
Praxeas, α Unitarian, whose name i again uoticed at page 
47, {tis fiom the same work that the evidence is tuhen at 
pages 21-23, showing that Tertullian himself (though he was 
the opponent of Praxcas) believed in the decided inferiority 
of Christ, as a divine person, to his Father. [wish to add, 
that the whole of the work against Praxeas is an admirable 
proof, not only of the zeal of Praxens's party for the doctrine 
of the unity of God, but also of the hesitation of Tet tullian to 
depart from that curdinal truth, If Praacas objected to the 
Trinity as ἃ “division of the unity,” Tertullian labored to the 
utinost of his power to acquit himself of the charge of dfriding. 
He repeats again and again that the Son i4 only an executor 
of the father’s will, and that the Monarchy, which belonged 
naturally ta God, is only wielded by the Sen, through Gad’s 

rmigsion ; and that the same is the case with regard to the 

oly Spirit, Tertullion declares that he is a defender of the 
Divine Mouarchy, but with this reservation, that he does not 
see any reason why that Monarchy should not he administered 
by whomsgever ἐξ wills (per quos velit administrare); for no 
monarchy, he says, is so close that it may not Le administered 
by such proximate persons as if may choose for its offiricls 
(atgquin nullam digo dominationem iia unius sui case, ita 
singularem, ita monarchiam, ut non eliam per alias proximas 
personas administretux, ques ipsa prospexerit officiales sibi). 
Thongh God, he says, should allow his Son to participate 
in his Monarchy, the Monarchy still belongs principally to 
him whg communicated it to the other (ned proinde illus esse 
principaliter ἃ quo communicatur in flium). The Divine Mon- 
" anchy, he goss on to say, is adnrinjatered by the angels (i— 

per iot Jegiones οἱ eal gw angelorpm aiteinistratur) why 
not, theh, by the Son and Spirit? (Qvale ext ut Deus divisio- 
nem ot-dignersionem pail videatur in Fille οὐ in Spiriie Sanicto, - 
decundayn οἱ fertium partitis locum quae nay patitan in tot 
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angelorum numero?) “But J,” he says, “who derive the Son 
fiom no other origimal than the substance of the FArunnr, 
supposing lim to do nothing but by the will of the Fair, 
and to have received all his power from the Farnrr, how 
i» it that I destaoy the belief of the (Diy ine) Monarchy which 
I reserve in the Son, being delvered by the Farner to 
him?” (See pages 21 — 23.) 

But more than this: Teriullian maintains that the Son must 
restore his administration of the Monarchy ultimately to the 
Father, according to Paul’s declaration, “ Zhen cometh the end, 
when he shull have delivered up the kingdam to Gon, even the 
Faure.” © Though a Trinity,” he says, “is connected with 
the Monarchy, the Monarchy neveitheless remains unaltered, 
60 that the Son may be prepared to restore it to the Fatirer, 
as we learn from Paul, writing concerning the last end, where 
he says (1 Cor. xv. 24, 26, 28): ‘When he shall have de- 
liv ered up thé “Bingdom to Gop, even the Farnun. For he 
must reign till he hath put all enemios under his feet. And 
when all things shall be subdued unto him, then shall he also 
himself’ be subject unto him that put all things under him, that 
Gop may be all in all? So that we see that thesSon is not 
an obstruction to the Monarchy, though it i, lodged with him 
to-day, because it remains in the Son unultered, and will be 
restored wnalfered to the Farurr, By admitting the Son (to 
a, participation of the Monagchy), we do not detract from the 
Monarchy, because it lias been delivered to the Son by the 
Faturr, and will, some time hence, be restored tothe Fatarr 
by the Son.” (Adco autem manet in suo statu, eet Trinites 
inferatur, ut etiam restitui habeat Patri a filin; si quidem 
Apostolus scribit de ultimo fine cum tradiderit 1egnum Deo et 
Patri. Oportet enim eum regnare usque dum ponat inimicos 
ejus Deus sub pedes ipsius.— Cum autem subjecta evunt illi 
omnia, ulique absque eo qui ei subjecit omnia, tune οὐ ipse sub- 
jietetur ili, qui οἱ subjecit omnia, ut sit Deus omnia in omni- 
bus, Videmus igitur non obesse monarchie filium etsi hodie 
apud filium est, quia et in suo statu est apud filium, et cum 
evo statu restituctur Patri a filio, Ita eam nemo hoe nomine 
depiruet, si Blium admittat, eni et traditam eam a Patre et a 
quo quandoque restituendam a Patre constat.) 

Tertullian continues to point out the vast distinction between 
the Faturr of all, and Ins Son, particularly in the fifleenth 
section of his book. [16 declares concerning the Son, speaking 
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of him asa whole, without any quibble abont a dunbleness of 
nature, that he is a divinity οὐ ῥίον aud capable of cuterias into 
conversation with men, while Gov the Pasir ἵν altogether 
tavisible. Ue pays that it was not eoucerhing the Sun, hus 
concerning the Fatnir, that Paul wiote when le spraks of 
Yim “whe wnly hath immortality, dwelling in the light which 
no man ean approach wito, whom πὸ man hath seen. nor ean 
see,” (1 Tim. vi. 16,) and whom he alse ealls, in the same 
Epistle (3.17), *the Kang t ternal, bumortal, invisible, the ouly 
Gol.” (Ostendit et de Patve autem ad TPanotle am, quien 
nemo vidit honinam, sed nee vilere potest. Earns an 
plius, qui selns habet inmmottalitaton, ef luce habitat inac- 
cessihilem; de quo et supra dixerat, Regi antean seculorum 
imtoortali, invisibili, suli Dea On the other hunt, the Son is 
deseribed, Tertullian says, as cisflec as possessing no tality 
and accessibility (ut et contrario ip-i filiv adseriberomus mortali- 
tatem, accessibilitatem), as having been seengft his glory by 
Pani hinself In summing up his thoughts iu this part of his 
work, Tertullian deelares that “the Sun alway» appeared, aad 
(that) the Sou always conversed, aud (that) the Son always 
acted by ike authority and will of the ἔνα πα τὸς beeanse the 
Son can do nothing of himself, bat what le sveth the Maru 
do.” (See page 22.) 


Paoe 42. 


The first introduction (by Flavianus of Antioch) of the form 
of praise, “fo the Father, and to the Son, and to the ΠΥ 
Spirit,” is thus mentioned by Mr. Gibbon (Dechne and Fall 
of the Roman Empire, Vol. 117. pp. 348, 389): “The Catho- 
lics might prove to the world that they were not involved ia 
the guilt and heresy of their cerlesiaetical gysernor hy pub. 
licly testifying their dissent, or by totally separating thenrely es 
froma his communion. The first of these methols was ins ented 
at Antioch, and practised with such snecess, that # was soon 
aifused over the Christian πον, The doxvlogy, or sacred 
a which celebrates the glory of the Trinity, ts ausceptible 
of very nica, but material infexions; and the subetunes of an 
exthodox or an Tieretical eread may he expressed by the differ. 
ange of ὦ disjunctive or αι copulative particle, Alternate νος 
qponzes wid a more regular paalmddy were introdaeed jnto 
the public service by Flavianus and DHodorys. twa devant ant, 
autive daymen, whe were attached to the Nicene faith. Under 
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their conduct, a swarm of monks issued from the adjacent 
desert, bands of well-disciplined singers were stationed m the 
cathedial of Antioch, the Glory to the Father, anv the Son, 
AND the Iloly Ghost, was trumphantly chanted by a full cho- 
rus of voices; and the Catholics insulted, by the purity of their 
doctiine, the Azian prelate who had usurped the throne of the 
yenerable Eustathius.” 


Paacs 66, 67. 


In the view which I have given of the Gnostic opinions con- 
eernng Christ, I have been confirmed by a very clear de- 
scription of them in Principal 111» Lectures on Divinity, 
Vol. IL. pp, 249, 250. 


Paars 74 -- 80, 


Mr. Gibboy was fnlly aware of the connection of Platonism 
with the interp¥etation of Scripture in the second and sue- 
eceding centuries. What was bis ultimate and sincere opinion 
concerning the influence of Plato’s writings in the formation 
of the Christian Tiinity, or whether he had closely seurched 
ihe subject so as to form a sufficient opinion on i, I do not 
know. In some places he seems to adopt, as it wore by hy- 
pothesis, the notion that Plato and St. John were the joint 
authors of Trinitarianism. In other places he uses a differ- 
ent style of language, as if the Trinity had been only a remote 
deduction from Plato and the Scriptures. “The respectable 
name of Plato,” he says, “was used by the orthodox and 
abused by the hereties, ay the common support of truth and 
error; the authority of his shilful commentators, and the sci- 
ence of dial cties, were employed to justly the remote conse- 
quences of his opisions, and to supply the discreet silence of 
the inspired writers. The same subtile and profound ques- 
tions concerning the nature, the generation, the distinction, 
and the equality of the three divine persons of the mysterious 
Triad or Trinity were agitated in the philosophical and in the 
Christian echouls of Alexandria.” Decline and Fall, Vol. TIL 
Ὁ. dz. 


Paer 81, &e, 


Mr. Gibbon also mentions the Unitarian fhith of the Ebion- 
[698 and Nazarenes, I shall here quote what he has said, not 
ed much in way of authortfy, but on account of the notive of 

Q* 
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this important subject in 50 popular a history as that of the 
Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire: “ The faith of the 
Ebiouites, perhaps of the Nazarenés, Was gross aud linpertiet, 
They revered Jesus as the greatest of the Prophet., endowed 
with supernatural virtue and powcr. They aserihed to his 
person and to his future reign all the predictions af the He- 
brew oracles which relate to the spiritual and everlasting 
kingdom of the promised Messiah. Some of them might vou- 
fess that he was born of a virgin; but they vbstinately Τὸν 
jected the preceding existence and divine perfections of the 
Logos (Word) or Son of God.” Vol. 11. p. 319. 
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